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The purpose was to develop and test a model to predict 
satisfaction with consumer selection of continuing care 
retirement communities (CCRCs). The family resource 
management conceptual framework of Deacon and Firebaugh 
(1988) provided the theoretical base for development of the 
proposed model. Another area of study, consumer behavior, 
was drawn upon to find pertinent indicators for the 
decision-making component of the model. Constructs of the 
Engel, Blackwell and Miniard (1990) consumer behavior model 
were incorporated to represent the managerial aspect of the 
family resource management model. The model was tested by 
applying it to the CCRC selection process of consumers.
A random sample of 75 CCRCs, stratified by regions of 
the country, was drawn. Administrators of 22 of the CCRCs 
drawn agreed to participate by providing names and 
addresses of residents who had joined the CCRC within one 
year of the start of the study. A questionnaire designed 
by the researcher and based on Dillman's (1978) "total 
design method" was mailed to 650 subjects. A follow-up 
mailing sequence was implemented, and 374 usable 
questionnaires were returned, for a response rate of 58%.
Factor analyses were performed, and factor scores were 
used to represent groups of variables in the model. Four 
hypotheses were tested using multivariate multiple 
regression analysis, and univariate tests were performed to
assist in interpretation of the multivariate tests. The 
hypotheses included: a) the managerial process of
consumers selecting a CCRC will be predicted by resources 
and demands; b) knowing the resources and demands of 
consumers selecting a CCRC will help predict satisfaction 
with the CCRC and its characteristics; and c) knowing the 
managerial process used by CCRC consumers will help predict 
satisfaction. The primary hypothesis was that given input, 
the addition of the throughput component (the managerial 
process of CCRC consumers) to the proposed model would 
increase the ability to predict satisfaction. Each of the 
four hypotheses was supported.
A major finding of the study was the positive 
relationship between use of search strategies and 
satisfaction, indicating that consumers using an effective 
search process were more satisfied with the CCRC and its 
characteristics. Implications for use of the findings and 
recommendations for future research are offered.
I. INTRODUCTION
Family resource management encompasses an area of 
study that has claimed the attention of family management 
and consumer scientists for many decades (Deacon & 
Firebaugh, 1988; Gross, Crandall, & Knoll, 1980; Liston, 
1993; Paolucci, Hall, & Axinn, 1977; Rice & Tucker, 1986). 
As researchers continue to examine the process of family 
management, it becomes clear that the process is both 
complex and critical to family functioning. Deacon and 
Firebaugh (1988) have described family resource management 
as the family's managerial behavior in reaction to internal 
or external stimuli, and the responses or outcomes of the 
managerial behavior. Therefore, the components of the 
Deacon and Firebaugh model are inputs (stimuli), throughput 
(managerial behavior), and outputs (outcomes). Current 
understanding of the process of family management is 
limited, however, as few researchers have examined all 
components of the process combined (Garrison & Hira, 1992; 
Titus, Fanslow, & Hira, 1989).
In the current study, relationships among the major 
components of the Deacon and Firebaugh (1988) family 
resource management theoretical framework were explored.
The theoretical model was applied to the process used by 
consumers searching for and selecting a continuing care 
retirement community (CCRC), and their subsequent 
satisfaction with the chosen community. The CCRC is a type
l
of elderly community designed to foster independent yet 
supportive living with a health-care guarantee. In the 
CCRC setting, a full continuum of housing and care is 
provided, from independent living through long term care, 
in order to meet the elderly client's changing needs for 
supportive services and care (AAHA, 1993; AAHA and Ernst & 
Whinney, 1987; AARP, 1991; Chellis, 1993; Somers & Spears, 
1992; Winklevoss & Powell, 1984).
Purpose of the Study
The overall purpose of the study was to develop a 
conceptual model to predict satisfaction with consumer 
selection of continuing care retirement communities 
(CCRCs). The family resource management conceptual 
framework of Deacon and Firebaugh (1988) provided the 
theoretical base for development of the proposed model, 
which was tested by applying it to the CCRC search and 
selection process of consumers.
To develop the proposed model, another area of study, 
consumer behavior, was drawn upon to find pertinent 
indicators for the throughput component of the model. As a 
result, the current study incorporated constructs of the 
Engel, Blackwell, and Miniard (1990) consumer behavior 
model to represent the managerial aspect of the family 
resource management model. The primary theoretical 
proposition of the study was that, given the input 
components of human and economic capital and the importance
of location, inclusion of the throughput component (the 
managerial process) will increase the ability to predict 
satisfaction with the chosen CCRC and its characteristics.
Justification
The current study is important in that it is an 
application of the entire Deacon and Firebaugh (1988) model 
to the CCRC search and selection process of consumers. A 
comprehensive application of the model allows the 
researcher to examine not only the constructs that 
influence satisfaction, but also those constructs that 
mediate influencing factors. Thus, a picture of the 
complex process of CCRC search and selection is offered.
The model is comprehensive, for it includes the 
relationships among all components of the theoretical 
model, including inputs, throughputs, and outputs. Other 
researchers in family resource management have generally 
limited their examinations of the Deacon and Firebaugh 
(1988) model to relationships found in one or two portions 
of the model. For example, some applications of the model 
have been limited to relationships between inputs and 
outputs (Lavee, McCubbin, & Olson, 1987), or between the 
personal and managerial subsystems within the throughput 
component (Junk, Stenberg, & Anderson, 1993; McKenna & 
Nickols, 1988). A recent exception to this procedure is 
the study by Garrison and Hira (1992) wherein a 
comprehensive model was applied to the effect of daily
hassles (inputs), managerial behavior and family 
adaptability and cohesion (throughputs) on family health 
(outputs).
The current study also is meaningful because it 
incorporates variables that examine the family in their 
role as consumers. Drawing on the principles of economics 
and a theory of consumer behavior has helped provide 
explanations for the CCRC search and selection process to 
which the model was applied. To develop the throughput 
component of the proposed model, the Engel et al. (1990) 
model of consumer behavior was examined. Four of the major 
components of the decision process component of the Engel 
et al. (1990) model, including need recognition, search, 
alternative evaluation, and purchase, were incorporated as 
the basis of the throughput component of the proposed 
model. The fifth major component, outcomes, corresponded 
to the output component of the proposed model. The 
incorporation of the consumer behavior constructs was 
essential to the integrity of the proposed model, since 
families making marketplace decisions have assumed the role 
of consumers. It is important, then, to examine their 
family decision-making activity in the light of consumer 
behavior theory. Thus, the study has expanded the scope of 
family resource management by integrating concepts of 
another area of study, consumer behavior.
Finally, the study is worthwhile because the process 
of searching for and selecting a CCRC can be critical to 
the physical and financial well-being of elderly persons.
A limited amount of research has been conducted related to 
the selection of CCRCs (Cohen, Tell, Batten, & Larson,
1988; Kichen & Roche, 1990). To date, there has been no 
investigation of the search and selection process and its 
relationship to subsequent satisfaction with the community 
selected. Understanding how consumers conduct their search 
and selection process will strengthen efforts to assist 
people with this task, for it then would be possible to 
offer research-based information to promote responsible 
decision making. There is a great deal of variation in the 
quality of care and cost of services offered by such 
communities (Somers & Spears, 1992), and the quality of the 
search and selection process employed will undoubtedly 
contribute to the appropriateness of the consumer decisions 
that are made.
Knowing the process actually used by consumers in 
their search for a CCRC will be beneficial to those 
assisting consumers with such decision making. Consumer 
educators, the Cooperative Extension Service, and such 
organizations as the American Association of Retired 
Persons (AARP) and the American Association of Homes for 
the Aging (AAHA) will be better able to direct consumers in 
a successful search for a CCRC, for they will be aware of
which CCRC characteristics are important to consumers, and 
that the use of search activities predicts consumer 
satisfaction.
Objectives
The overall objective of the study was to test 
empirically a conceptual model to determine the 
contribution of groups of variables in predicting 
satisfaction with consumer selection of continuing care 
retirement communities.
The specific objectives of the study were to:
1. Examine the relationships between input variables 
(human and economic capital and importance of 
location) and throughput variables (the managerial 
process components consisting of importance of CCRC 
characteristics, helpfulness of information source, 
and extent of search);
2. Determine if output variables (satisfaction) were 
related to input variables;
3. Determine if output variables were related to 
throughput variables; and,
4. Determine if both the input variables and the 
throughput variables were needed in a model predicting 
output (satisfaction).
Limitations of the Study
1. For the drawn sample, CCRCs were stratified by regions 
to represent the percentage of CCRCs located in each
region of the United States. For the delivered 
sample, however, the Central region was somewhat 
underrepresented.
2. Two administrators, in an effort to protect the
privacy of the residents, agreed to participate only
if the CCRCs would be allowed to distribute the 
questionnaires. The facilities were included in the 
study; however, it was recognized that relinquishing 
of complete control of the administration of the 
instrument by the researcher could have resulted in 
selective distribution of questionnaires.
3. In cases wherein both a husband and wife were residing
in the independent living section of the CCRC, each
was included separately in the sample. This may have 
resulted in some overlap in the data, as some couples 
indicated they had worked together to complete the 
questionnaire. The total number of couples who 
returned completed questionnaires for both husband and 
wife was 78 (156 respondents).
Definition of the Terms 
Activities Performed in the Search and Selection Process - 
based on content analysis of CCRC selection guides, these 
are strategies most often recommended to consumers 
choosing among CCRCs; corresponds to question Q-l: A-I in 
the survey questionnaire.
Component - an individual group of variables that makes up 
a "box" in the model.
Composite Set - a group of "boxes" comprising the entire 
segment of each of the input, throughput, and output 
portions of the model.
Continuing Care Retirement Community (CCRC) - a retirement 
housing option that provides a continuum of housing, 
services and health care. It is centrally planned, 
located and administered, with a written agreement 
between resident and CCRC intended to last the resident's 
lifetime.
CCRC Search and Selection Process - the procedure used by 
consumers seeking a CCRC in which to live. Represents 
the throughput component of the proposed model,'and 
includes the following groups of variables: a) perceived 
importance of each of the CCRC characteristics (question 
Q-3: A-E, G, J-S; b) extent of search, consisting of 
activities performed in the search and selection process 
(question Q-l: A-I), as well as the number of retirement 
communities considered (question Q-l: J)? and c) 
helpfulness of information source, including both 
individuals and printed materials consulted (question Q- 
2: A-L) .
Contract Type - also called life care agreement—  a legal 
written agreement between resident and CCRC that 
reiterates the rights and obligations of both parties.
Types differ in the amount of health care included in the 
agreement and method of payment.
Endogenous Variables - those variables that originate from 
within the model. Includes throughput and output 
variables of the proposed model.
Entry Fee for CCRC - one-time, up-front fee paid for the 
right to occupy a living unit; sometimes covers future 
use of health care services.
Exogenous Variables - those variables that originate
externally from and drive the model. Includes the input 
variables of the proposed model.
Human and Economic Capital - represents the resource inputs 
of the proposed model, and includes a) total family 
income (question Q-6: F), b) education (question Q-6: D), 
c) perceived income adequacy (question Q-6: G, and d) 
satisfaction with amount and availability of financial 
resources to meet needs (question Q-6: H-K).
Importance of Location - represents the demand inputs of 
the proposed model, and includes a) importance of 
location close to former home (question Q-3: I), and b) 
importance of location close to family members (question 
Q-3: H).
Independent Living Section of CCRC - housing units in which 
residents live and independently carry out their daily 
activities. May include some assisted living services.
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Input - matter, energy, and/or information entering a
system to affect managerial processes (throughput) in the 
achievement of outcomes (output) (Deacon & Firebaugh, 
1988).
Region (geographic location) - area of the United States in 
which the CCRC is located (see map, Figure 9).
Monthly Fee for CCRC - similar to rent; payment covers 
housing and designated services; sometimes includes 
health care services; varies according to type of unit 
occupied and services and care promised in the legal 
contract.
Output - matter, energy, or information produced by a 
system in response to input and throughput processes 
(Deacon & Firebaugh, 1988).
Satisfaction - a positive feeling about an outcome.
Represents the output component of the proposed model, 
and includes overall satisfaction with choice of CCRC 
(first part of question Q-4) as well as satisfaction with 
each of the CCRC characteristics (question Q-4: A-E, G, 
J-K) .
Throughput - the planning and implementing of resource use 
to meet demands and goals (Deacon & Firebaugh, 1988).
Theoretical Framework 
Economic theory lays the foundation and provides the
basic explanation for consumer behavior. Although the
understanding of consumer behavior is not a central issue
11
of economics, economics has made significant contributions 
to the study of consumer behavior. For example, economics, 
through consumer choice theory, indifference analysis, 
demand analysis, competition, and the consumption function, 
explains product choice under ideal conditions (Walters, 
1978). Despite its restriction to the behavior of the 
average consumer, the economics of consumer behavior 
facilitates a basic understanding of how consumers act in 
the marketplace.
Economic analysis alone, however, with its assumptions 
of perfect knowledge and complete rationality, is too 
restrictive for the development of consumer behavior. The 
study of consumer behavior goes beyond its economic 
foundation, for whereas economics provides information 
about how consumers behave in the marketplace, it does not 
answer questions about why they act that way. The consumer 
behavior models that have evolved over time have borrowed 
from the disciplines of not only economics but also 
management, psychology, social psychology, sociology, 
social anthropology, and history to gain understanding of 
consumers (Walters, 1978) .
The relationships among consumers, marketing, and the 
economic system are basic to understanding consumer 
behavior. Because economics serves as a foundation for the 
analysis of consumer behavior, the following discussion 
would not be complete without an overview of the economic
12
theory of consumer choice to demonstrate the consumer's 
place in the system. The following section includes a 
discussion of some basic economic principles, and an 
examination of consumer behavior according to the model of 
Engel et al. (1990). Decision making of CCRC consumers 
within the theoretical framework of the Deacon and 
Firebaugh (1988) model will follow.
Consumer Choice Theory
When consumer behavior is isolated in microeconomic 
theory, the focus is on how consumers make choices among 
products and services, given that they have limited income. 
Consumer choice theory is based on the concepts of marginal 
utility and diminishing returns (Walters, 1978). For 
"economic man" (the rational consumer), rational behavior 
consists not only of the preference of more of the same 
goods to less, but also of deriving diminishing increments 
of satisfaction from successive units of a good. From this 
principle can be derived the principle of saturation; that 
is, the more of a good or the more money people have, the 
smaller the need for that good or for money, and the 
smaller the incentive to add to what they have (Katona, 
1953).
Opportunity cost, the value of a resource in its best 
alternative use, is at the heart of consumer choice. From 
the economist's point of view, rational consumers behave in 
much the same way businesses function. Given that
13
consumers' unlimited desires are constrained by scarce 
resources having several uses, the consumer must choose 
among alternatives. In order to achieve the highest level 
of well-being, consumers must manage their resources as 
efficiently as possible. The rational consumer is one 
whose behavior is guided by the principle of maximizing 
utility subject to the various constraints (Eastwood,
1985).
A basic economic model, consisting of the budget line 
and indifference curve, has been developed for facilitating 
an understanding of the behavior of consumers in the 
marketplace. In the model, the ability of consumers to 
acquire goods is represented by the budget line, while 
their preferences are represented by the indifference 
curve. Although the model has been developed with two 
goods assumed to be purchased by a single consumer, it is 
not expected to explain the specific behavior of a specific 
person in a particular situation. Rather, it serves to 
simplify the representation to a two-dimensional diagram, 
the results of which can be extended easily to the purchase 
of many goods and services by groups of consumers in many 
situations.
A number of different market baskets or combinations 
of goods could conceivably be selected by the consumer, 
given the conditions of income and current prices. The 
budget line reinforces the concept of scarcity to the
14
consumer: one cannot have unlimited amounts of everything, 
so choices among possible options must be made (Browning & 
Browning, 1992). The role of opportunity cost emerges as 
well, for money spent on one good cannot be spent on 
another. If consumers are using their resources in the 
most efficient manner, then the value of the best 
alternative will be less than or equal to the value of the 
current choice among goods (Eastwood, 1985).
There are several properties of budget lines or budget 
constraints that affect consumer decision making. First, 
budget lines are negatively sloped, indicating that a 
trade-off is occurring (see Figure 1). If the consumer is 
spending the total amount budgeted, the only way to spend 
more on one commodity is to spend less on another 
(Eastwood, 1985). Secondly, the trade-off is determined by 
the relative prices— the price of one good relative to 
another. The effect of relative prices is reflected in the 
slope of the budget line (see Figure 1). The consumer's 
ability to trade units of one good for another is 
determined by the relative price. A relative price 
indicates how a unit of one good can be transformed into 
another at current market prices (Browning & Browning,
1992; Eastwood, 1985).
Parallel shifts in the budget line represent changes 
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Figure 1. Slope of the Budget Line Reflects Effect of 
Relative Prices.
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Figure 2). Because the slope of the line is equal to the 
price ratio, and prices are unchanged, the slope remains 
the same. With an increase in income, the consumer can 
purchase more of both goods than before, but the cost of 
one good in terms of the other has not changed (Browning & 
Browning, 1992).
Another property of the budget constraint that has an 
effect on consumer decision making is the relationship 
between money budgeted and the prices of goods. The 
concept of money income relative to the prices of goods and 
services, or real income, is consistent with the idea that 
money is desirable to the extent that it represents control 
over goods and services (Eastwood, 1985).
In addition to budget constraints, consumers' 
preferences play an important role in consumption 
decisions. There are some common characteristics shared by 
the preferences of all consumers—  that is, properties of 
their willingness to trade consumption of one good for that 
of another (Browning & Browning, 1992). Some basic 
assumptions associated with consumers' preferences are the 
following. First, consumers are able to rank, in order of 
preference, all market baskets. A second assumption is 
that the preference ranking is transitive, or logically 
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Figure 2. Change in the Budget Causes Parallel Shift in 
the Budget Line.
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preference of market basket A over B and B over C, then A 
will be preferred to C. This assumption that preference 
ordering holds across pairs simply requires that people be 
rational (Browning & Browning, 1992; Eastwood, 1985).
A third assumption of consumer preferences is that 
both goods within the market baskets being compared are 
desirable, so that more is preferred to less. The fourth 
assumption is that only three types of choice are possible 
when two baskets are compared. For instance, the consumer 
will prefer basket A to B, prefer B to A, or be indifferent 
between the two. The final assumption is that of 
consistency. That is, if the consumer prefers basket A to 
B, then B can never be preferred to A (Browning & Browning, 
1992; Eastwood, 1985). From these assumptions, which seem 
reasonable and unobjectionable enough, has been formed the 
basis of a theory of consumer behavior.
In a diagram of the basic model, the device used to 
indicate the consumer's ranking of market baskets is the 
indifference curve (see Figure 3). An indifference curve, 
so called because the utility derived from consumption is 
the same at all points, plots all the market baskets that 
are viewed as equally satisfactory to a consumer. That is, 
it identifies the various combinations of goods among which 
the consumer is indifferent (Browning & Browning, 1992; 
Eastwood, 1985) .
As with budget lines, there are several important 
properties of indifference curves. First, the slope of the 
indifference curve represents the consumer's willingness to 
trade. Since there is no change in utility, the consumer 
should be willing to move along an indifference curve. The 
indifference curve must slope downward if the consumer 
views the goods as desirable goods. As long as consumers 
prefer more to less, the only way to hold utility constant 
is to have a trade-off, reflected in the negative slope of 
the indifference curve (Browning & Browning, 1992;
Eastwood, 1985).
A second characteristic of indifference curves is that 
the consumer will prefer a market basket lying above (to 
the northeast of) the indifference curve to every basket on 
the indifference curve. Similarly, the consumer will 
regard every basket below the indifference curve as 
inferior to those located on the indifference curve 
(Browning & Browning, 1992; Eastwood, 1985).
If one were to plot a set of indifference curves 
representing the entire preference ranking of a consumer, 
an indifference map would be developed. The indifference 
curves depicted on the map provide a means of 
distinguishing more-preferred from less-preferred 
combinations of goods. That is, the market baskets are 
arrayed in an ordinally ranked manner, such as most 
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Ficrure 3. Indifference Curve: Depicts Substitution of One
Good for Another While Holding Utility Constant.
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important characteristic of indifference curves is that two 
indifference curves on an indifference map cannot 
intersect. Such a condition would fail to satisfy the 
basic assumptions of transitivity and consistency, the 
principle of more being preferred to less (Browning & 
Browning, 1992; Eastwood, 1985).
Convexity is a fourth characteristic of indifference 
curves. The convexity implies that it becomes 
progressively harder to substitute one good for another.
The marginal rate of substitution, or the maximum amount of 
one good the consumer is willing to give up to obtain an 
additional unit of another good, is a measure of the 
consumer's willingness to trade. Diminishing marginal 
rates of substitution along an indifference curve, a nearly 
universal characteristic of consumers' preferences, imply 
the convexity of the curve. The diminishing marginal rate 
of substitution means that as more and more of one good is 
consumed along an indifference curve, the consumer is 
willing to give up less and less of some other good to 
obtain still more of the first good (Katona, 1953). It 
follows that the relative amounts of goods are related 
systematically to the consumer's views about their relative 
importance (Browning & Browning, 1992) .
The optimal bundle, which maximizes utility subject to 
the budget constraint, is found where an indifference curve 
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Figure 4. Optimal Bundle: Point at Which Market Trade-off
Equals Willingness to Trade.
of marginal utility, the change in utility due to consuming 
one unit more or less of the good, comes into play in 
determining the optimal bundle. A consumer's willingness 
to trade is based on the change in utility due to an 
incremental change in the quantity of a good consumed. 
Marginal utility represents consumers' willingness to trade 
more of one good for less of another, based on their 
valuing of the trade-off (Eastwood, 1985).
The Economics of Information 
The ability of consumers to maximize utility subject 
to budget constraints depends on their ability to determine 
both the marginal utility and the prices. If a consumer is 
unable to make this determination, then less than optimal 
purchases will be made. The consumer's ability to 
determine marginal utilities is based on the type of good 
being purchased and subsequently, the information to which 
the consumer has access (Eastwood, 1985). Therefore, it is 
useful to categorize goods and services on the basis of 
their information content. A search good is one that can 
be accurately evaluated prior to purchase, an example of 
which is a table lamp (Eastwood, 1985; Engel et al., 1990). 
Since the consumer is able to evaluate the properties of 
the good before making the purchase, the marginal utility 
can be determined fairly accurately prior to purchase 
(Eastwood, 1985) .
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Goods and services that can be fully evaluated only 
after consumption are called experience goods (Eastwood, 
1985; Engel et al., 1990). That is, the consumer must 
purchase and use the product before being able to determine 
if the purchase was desirable. Because marginal utilities 
cannot be assessed before money is spent, less than optimal 
purchases may result (Eastwood, 1985). Examples of an 
experience good would be a meal purchased in a restaurant 
or retirement community living.
Credence goods differ from the prior two types in that 
accurate evaluation is beyond the consumer's capabilities 
even following consumption (Eastwood, 1985; Engel et al., 
1990). Therefore, it is impossible to determine the 
quality and hence the appropriateness of the purchase 
(Eastwood, 1985). Motor oil is an example of a credence 
good.
The classification of goods and services based on 
their informational properties provides a framework for the 
discussion of strategies consumers can use to aid their 
assessment of the marginal utility of each type of 
commodity. In the decision-making process for major 
purchases, consumers may choose to identify and assess 
alternatives. The complexity of such an information search 
is a function of not only income, time, education, 
experience, cognitive ability, and risk, but also the 
information content of the commodity involved (Walters,
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1978). For search goods, the consumer can make a 
reasonable comparison of quality and prices. Purchase can 
then be based on marginal utility relative to consumer 
prices. Experience goods, however, pose a challenge for 
the rational consumer in that a determination of gains and 
losses of the purchase can be made only after the act of 
purchase. For credence goods, the marginal utility of the 
purchase is extremely difficult to ascertain, even after 
the purchase has been made (Eastwood, 1985) .
Consumers considering a major purchase of an 
experience good or service will likely perceive a certain 
amount of risk involved. Risk, the hazard or chance of a 
loss (Deacon & Firebaugh, 1988), is a function of 
uncertainty with regard to the economic, functional, 
social, and psychological consequences of a decision and 
the importance of the decision to the decision maker 
(Stampfl, 1978). When consumers perceive that a purchase 
decision involves a certain amount of risk, they may then 
choose to conduct a decision-planning process. The use of 
such a process has been studied by researchers, and models 
of consumer behavior have been postulated. One such model 
is that proposed by Engel et al. (1990), and it is 
discussed in detail in the following section.
The Engel. Blackwell. & Miniard Model of Consumer Behavior
The Engel et al. (1990) model represents an 
experimental approach to consumer behavior, combining
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relative completeness with a logical ordering of 
information. Originally developed in 1968, the Engel et 
al. model places emphasis on the consumer decision-making 
component, a factor that distinguishes it from other 
theoretical models of consumer behavior (Walters, 1978).
The refined Engel et al. model of 1990 has been 
designed to provide explanations for behavior, a reference 
for research, and a foundation for management information 
systems. The model is developed as five major stages:
1) need recognition, 2) information search, 3) alternative 
evaluation, 4) purchase, and 5) outcomes (see Figure 5). A 
consumer is considered to be in an extended problem solving 
situation when each stage of the model is observed and 
followed. Limited problem solving, according to Engel et 
al. (1990), takes place when the extent and rigor of the 
stages followed is incomplete or less intense.
Need recognition, the initial stage of consumer 
decision making, is affected by information stored in the 
memory as well as by individual differences and 
environmental influences. These factors, either working 
individually or in combination, can initiate recognition of 
a need. Need recognition essentially depends on the amount 
of discrepancy that exists between the consumer's current 
situation and the desired state or situation. When the 
discrepancy exceeds a certain level, need recognition 
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Figure 5. A Complete Model of Consumer Behavior.
Note. Adapted from Consumer Behavior. (6th ed.) (p.482) by J. F. Engel, R. D. 
Blackwell, & P. w. Miniard, 1990, Orlando, FL: Dryden Press. Copyright 1990 by The 
Dryden Press, a division of Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc. Adapted by permission. 
(See Appendix A. for letter of permission to use copyrighted work.)
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not automatically trigger action. For action to be 
activated, the need must be of sufficient importance, and 
consumers must perceive the solution to be within their 
means (Engel et al., 1990).
Before a need can be recognized, it must be activated. 
Changed circumstances, such as relocation of the family, a 
salary increase, or changes in one's health can trigger a 
need recognition. Other factors that may influence need 
recognition include product acquisition, product 
consumption, marketing influences, and individual 
differences of consumers (Engel et al., 1990).
Once a need has been recognized, the consumer in an 
extended problem solving situation will likely engage in a 
search process for potential need satisfiers. The second 
stage of decision making, the search process may be thought 
of as the activation of information stored in memory or the 
acquisition of information from the environment. That is, 
search may be internal, involving the retrieval of 
knowledge from memory, or external, consisting of the 
gathering of information from the marketplace (Engel et al, 
1990).
Whether consumers depend solely on an internal search 
depends on the quality of existing knowledge related to 
satisfaction of the need, or on the consumer's perception 
of the adequacy of this existing knowledge. Satisfaction 
or dissatisfaction with a prior purchase also may influence
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the amount of consumer reliance on internal search (Engel 
et al., 1990).
When internal search is perceived to be inadequate, 
consumers may choose to acquire information from the 
external environment. There are two types of external 
search— prepurchase search, prompted by an imminent 
purchase, and ongoing search, consisting of information 
acquisition over time on a relatively regular basis. The 
motivating force behind prepurchase search is the desire to 
make rational consumption choices. Ongoing search may be 
motivated by the desire to develop a knowledge base to be 
used for future decision making, or may occur simply 
because of the pleasure derived from this activity. It 
follows that ongoing search will affect the need for 
prepurchase search. Consumers who have consistently 
participated in ongoing search presumably will have more 
decision-relevant knowledge stored in memory, and thus will 
require less prepurchase search prior to actual purchase 
(Engel et al., 1990).
There are a variety of factors that influence search, 
including situational determinants such as time pressure 
and quantity of information available, product features, 
and the retail environment. Additionally, characteristics 
of the consumer strongly influence search behavior. 
Knowledge, for example, may have both inhibiting and 
facilitating effects on the degree of search undertaken.
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Relevant knowledge stored in memory lowers the need for 
external search during prepurchase decision making. 
Conversely, the presence of relevant knowledge can help 
consumers more effectively utilize the acquisition of new 
information. Consumers who feel more confident about their 
ability to make product judgments will typically acquire 
more information. Therefore, knowledge may be positively 
related to external search in some cases (Engel et al., 
1990).
Moderately informed consumers will likely engage in 
some amount of prepurchase search behavior rather than 
relying heavily on memory recall. In contrast, consumers 
who have consistently engaged in an ongoing search may feel 
comfortable enough with their level of relevant knowledge 
that they will engage in very little, if any, prepurchase 
search (Engel et al., 1990).
Involvement, a second consumer characteristic 
influential in search behavior, reflects the amount of 
motivation felt by the consumer. High involvement reflects 
strong personal relevance in a given situation, and 
represents the primary motivating influence of the 
decision-process behavior (Engel et al., 1990).
Involvement is predicted to exert a strong influence on 
ongoing search (Bloch, Sherrell, & Ridgway, 1986), whereas 
prepurchase search is more heavily influenced by consumers7 
perceptions of the economic and psychological risks
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associated with the purchase. In both cases, higher 
involvement should positively influence greater search 
behavior (Engel et al., 1990).
Demographic characteristics of consumers play an 
important role in the extent of search behavior in which 
consumers are likely to engage. Older consumers and those 
with higher incomes tend to search less than do younger 
consumers and lower income consumers. Consumers with 
higher education are likely to engage in more search than 
do less educated consumers (Engel et al., 1990).
The third stage of the consumer decision-making model 
is the process of alternative evaluation. In this stage, 
choice options are evaluated and selected to meet the needs 
of the consumer. Within the model, search and alternative 
evaluation are presented as distinct stages; however, the 
two stages are actually intertwined during decision making 
(Engel et al., 1990).
There are several basic components of the alternative 
evaluation process. Initially, decisions are made about 
the choice options that will be considered and the 
evaluative criteria that will be used to judge them. 
Determinations are made about the performance of each 
option as it relates to the evaluative criteria. In the 
selection of a particular alternative, a decision rule is 
applied (Engel et al., 1990).
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Evaluative criteria consist of the particular 
dimensions or attributes that are used to judge the choice 
options. Although various evaluative criteria are used by 
consumers in differing situations, some important criteria 
include price, brand name, and salience. Salience refers 
to the amount of influence a particular attribute will have 
on the choice among options. For example, if price is a 
very important consideration, but all items being 
considered are equal in price, then price is eliminated as 
a salient attribute (Engel et al., 1990).
A number of factors may be influential in determining 
the evaluative criteria that will be used during consumer 
decision making. Situational factors, such as convenience 
of location, often will play an important part in the 
choice of evaluative criteria. The similarity of choice 
options is another factor that may be relevant, for 
consumers' reliance on price during decision making can be 
affected by such similarities. In general, price becomes 
more important when there is a lack of meaningful 
differentiation among options (Engel et al., 1990).
Motivation as a factor of importance in the choice of 
evaluative criteria is dependent upon its utilitarian 
versus hedonic nature. That is, those whose motivations 
are utilitarian will evaluate products and services 
differently than will those who are more concerned with the 
symbolic value of the same item (Engel et al., 1990).
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The number and salience of evaluative criteria used in 
decision making will be influenced by the consumer's 
involvement with the decision. Highly involved consumers 
who perceive great personal relevance within the context of 
the decision are likely to use more evaluative criteria 
than are those who are less involved. Additionally, the 
salience of evaluative criteria is likely to vary among 
consumers who have differing levels of involvement with the 
decision process (Engel et al., 1990).
Knowledge plays an important role in consumers' use of 
evaluative criteria during the decision-making process. 
Consumers who are more knowledgeable will have access to 
more information stored in memory relative to appropriate 
evaluative criteria for a particular situation. Such 
consumers will be less susceptible to external influences 
when making decisions about the evaluative criteria to be 
considered. In contrast, less knowledgeable consumers may 
rely more heavily on brand names or the advice of friends 
and neighbors when they find they lack the expertise to 
directly evaluate product quality.
Judging the performance of choice options among the 
salient evaluative criteria represents another component of 
the alternative evaluation process. Some consumers will 
have enough information stored in memory to complete this 
step, while others may rely on external information about
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the performance of each alternative when making the 
purchase decision (Engel et al., 1990).
In their attempt to judge performance among differing 
options, consumers may typically choose to use specific 
decision-making techniques. Cutoffs, which represent 
restrictions or minimum requirements for acceptability, may 
be employed by consumers. For example, if price is used in 
this context, a consumer may reject options which fall 
outside the range of prices they are willing to pay (Engel 
et al., 1990). Signals or cues constitute another 
technique used by consumers in making judgments about 
choice options. For example, some consumers use price as a 
signal of quality. However, when consumers are able to 
easily distinguish quality among differing options, price 
may have little influence on perceived quality (Engel et 
al., 1990).
The last component of the alternative evaluation 
process is the application of decision rules. Decision 
rules are the strategies consumers use when making choices 
among differing options. Decision rules can vary from 
simplistic procedures that require no planning at all to 
formalized, integrated processes. Simple, habitual 
decision rules are applied for repetitive purchase 
situations involving low consumer involvement. When 
consumers are more motivated and hence highly involved in 
decision making, they will use decision rules that are more
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complex. For example, if consumers choose to use a 
"weighted additive" rule, an elaborate process of 
evaluation based on the relative importance of each of the 
evaluative criteria may take place before a decision is 
made (Engel et al., 1990).
The fourth stage in the Engel et al. (1990) model of 
consumer behavior is the purchase process. The purchase 
process is determined in part by consumers' intentions and 
by environmental influences and individual differences.
The importance of purchase intentions is a function of 
whether a purchase has been fully planned or was unplanned 
at the actual time of purchase. Of the environmental 
influences, the most important from the standpoint of 
purchase behavior is the influence of situation. Purchase 
decisions may be a function of such facets of the situation 
as the information environment, the retail environment, and 
the time available for decision making (Engel et al.,
1990).
The final stage of the model involves the consumer's 
evaluation of the outcomes of the purchase. Consumers 
typically evaluate the buying decision after purchase as 
well as before purchase. During the post-purchase stage, 
beliefs and attitudes are formed that will affect future 
purchase intentions, word-of-mouth communication, and 
complaint behavior (Engel et al., 1990).
Consumers enter into purchase situations with specific 
expectations about how an item or service should work, and 
the hoped-for outcome is called satisfaction. When 
evaluating during the post-purchase stage, consumers define 
satisfaction as the situation wherein the chosen option at 
least meets or exceeds expectations. Conversely, 
dissatisfaction may be thought of as negatively confirmed 
expectations (Engel et al., 1990).
Search for and Selection of a Continuing Care Retirement 
Community within the Theoretical Framework of the Engel.
Blackwell. & Miniard Consumer Behavior Model 
The choice of living arrangements among the elderly is 
a topic of concern to researchers due to the continuing 
growth in the number of elderly Americans (Woodward, 1987). 
The application of appropriate decision-making models to 
explain elderly consumers7 behavior has been an important 
component of research related to residence location, 
dwelling type, and living arrangements of older Americans 
(Wister & Burch, 1987). The decision-making component of 
the Engel et al. (1990) consumer behavior model, which 
depicts individuals as rational decision makers who 
carefully weigh the perceived costs and benefits associated 
with various options, may be appropriately applied to the 
decision process of older Americans considering retirement 
housing options.
As people age and progress through the life cycle, 
they undergo alterations in the physical, sociological, 
psychological, and economic aspects of their lives (Wister 
& Burch, 1987). It follows, then, that the decision-making 
processes of the elderly may differ from that of younger 
groups. Researchers have indicated that elderly 
individuals process information differently than do younger 
people (Phillips & Sternthal, 1977). Age differences 
result in varying changes in consumers' information 
sources, ability to learn, and susceptibility to social 
influence. With this in mind, one can cautiously apply the 
theoretical framework of Engel et al. (1990) to the 
decision-making process of the elderly consumer.
The first stage of decision making, according to the 
Engel et al. (1990) model, is need recognition. With 
respect to the decision process surrounding the need or 
desire to move to a retirement community, elderly consumers 
will become activated to begin a search process only after 
the need has been recognized. The transition from routine 
behavior (remaining in the present living environment) to 
active decision making can be thought of as the result of 
crossing a threshold level of dissatisfaction with current 
living arrangements (Wister & Burch, 1987). In the case of 
those considering a continuing care retirement community, 
which combines the concept of independent living with the 
guaranteed availability of long term care, active decision
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making may result more from anticipation of future health 
needs than from dissatisfaction with current living 
conditions (Cohen, Tell, Batten, & Larson, 1988) .
It is difficult to determine when the second stage in 
the decision-making process, the search for a continuing 
care retirement community, actually has begun. While some 
consumers will begin an active search when they perceive 
the need for a change in living arrangements, others may 
have been experiencing an ongoing search over an extended 
period of time. Elderly persons7 perceptions of potential 
living arrangements appear to be associated with such 
factors as personal tastes and preferences, social norms, 
and social roles (Wister & Burch, 1987). Additionally, 
advice from peers, family, and acquaintances has been found 
to be a major source of influence for consumers 
(Venkatesan, 1966). It is possible, for example, that 
visiting with friends or relatives who reside in a 
continuing care retirement community will influence not 
only the decision to join such a community, but also the 
eventual decision about precisely which community will be 
selected. Additionally, because a retirement community 
could be considered an experience good that is difficult to 
evaluate until the actual purchase has been made, reliance 
upon the knowledge of friends in residence may be an 
appropriate method of gathering information prior to 
selection. Kichen and Roche (1990) found that those
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considered most influential in the decision about entering 
a CCRC were friends, and friends living in a retirement 
community. According to CCRC residents, the next most 
influential group was physicians.
A situational factor that may influence search is time 
pressure (Engel et al., 1990). As people age, their 
perceptions about limited time horizons tend to become 
magnified (Wister & Burch, 1987). Perhaps the observance 
of cohorts entering nursing homes following the onset of 
illness influences the activation of the search process for 
living arrangements that assure the availability of quality 
long-term care if the need should arise. Reactions to the 
perception of a limited future lifetime presumably are 
rooted in individual personality, social context, and the 
housing decision at hand (Wister & Burch, 1987).
Before a decision among alternatives is made, 
alternative evaluation, the third stage of the Engel et al. 
(1990) model, is entered. In this stage, evaluative 
criteria for comparing and deciding among options are 
selected. Little research has been conducted related to 
the criteria important to consumers searching for a 
continuing care retirement community; however, some 
important criteria have been identified. Consistently, 
researchers have found that the most important reason for 
joining such a community was the health guarantee embodying 
both access to care and insurance for care (Cohen, Tell,
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Batten, & Larson, 1988; Kichen & Roche, 1990). That is, 
the availability of services to maintain independence and 
protection against long-term care costs played an important 
role in the decision to join a continuing care retirement 
community.
The number and importance of evaluative criteria used 
in making a decision among choice options increase as the 
consumer's involvement with the decision increases. For 
major purchases, involvement (motivation) is likely to be 
high (Engel et al., 1990). Additionally, when the decision 
involves a purchase as personally relevant as choice of 
housing, involvement is most certainly likely to be 
elevated. Therefore, it is expected that those who are 
choosing among elderly housing options will have specific 
evaluative criteria with which to judge the relative merits 
of each.
At the close of the alternative evaluation stage, the 
purchase decision is made (Engel et al., 1990). After 
consumers make a decision and actually complete the 
purchase, they then are able to begin a post-decision 
reevaluation process. Called outcomes in the Engel et al. 
(1990) model, this process involves the consumers' estimate 
of the results of their purchasing activities (Walters, 
1978). During the outcomes stage, consumers' 
satisfaction/dissatisfaction judgment takes one of three 
different forms: a) positive disconfirmation, wherein
performance is better than expected; b) simple 
confirmation, wherein performance equals expectations; and 
c) negative disconfirmation, wherein performance is worse 
than expected (Engel et al., 1990). To date, little 
empirical research has been conducted related to consumers' 
satisfaction with continuing care retirement communities.
In a 1990 study of CCRC residents, Kichen and Roche found 
that 84% of respondents indicated that they were satisfied 
with their decision to join a CCRC. Whether satisfaction 
with the chosen facility was related to a consumer's search 
process was not explored in the Kichen and Roche (1990) 
study. In the proposed project, such relationships will be 
investigated.
The Deacon and Firebauqh Model 
of Family Resource Management 
The Deacon and Firebaugh (1988) framework for the 
family system of resource management includes four basic 
elements: input, throughput, output, and feedback (see
Figure 6). Input is defined as demands and resources, 
including matter, energy, or information. Throughput may 
be thought of as the planning and implementing of resource 
use to meet demands, while output is considered a resource 
change, or spent resources and met demands that enter the 
environment. Feedback, or the family's ability and 
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Figure 6. The Family System of Resource Management.
Note. From Family Resource Management: Principles and Applications (p. 24) by R. E. 
Deacon & F. M. Firebaugh. 1988, Needham Heights, MA: Allyn and Bacon. Copyright 
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thought of as information about output that reenters the 
system as input.
The functioning parts of the family system are its 
subsystems. Within the family system, there are personal 
and managerial systems that exist as subsystems (see Figure 
7). It is through the personal system that the individual 
as a unique being is shaped. The personal system is 
composed of two major subsystems: the developmental
subsystem and the values subsystem. Through the 
developmental subsystem, the growth and development of 
one's cognitive, emotional, social, and physical capacities 
take place. Within the values subsystem, the basic value 
system of the individual evolves. Outputs from the values 
subsystem are represented as value/goal orientations. 
Outputs from the developmental subsystem are reflected in 
personal qualities and capacities that work in concert with 
evolving values. Together, the outputs of the two personal 
subsystems combine to form the personality of the 
individual (Deacon & Firebaugh, 1988).
Values originate in the personal systems of family 
members, and furnish the essential meanings related to what 
is desirable or has worth. Values contribute the 
fundamental criteria for goals, providing continuity to all 





Family values, goals, claims 



















Income and net worth
Personal capacities/qualities 
Income and net worth
Environment
htemas
Personal capabilities, qualities 
Life experiences/relationships
Feedback
Figure 7. The Individual Personal/Managerial Subsystem.
Note. From Family Resource Management: Principles and Applications (p. 22) by R. E. 
Deacon & F. M. Firebaugh. 1988, Needham Heights, MA: Allyn and Bacon. Copyright 
1988 by Allyn and Bacon, Inc. Adapted by permission. (See Appendix A for letter of 
permission to use copyrighted work.)
45
managerial activity is directed and the most effective 
means through which demands can be met are provided through 
personal values (Deacon & Firebaugh, 1988).
Goals are value-based objectives or anticipated 
outcomes. Goal orientations enter the management system 
from the personal system as value-related directions. 
Managerial responses may be initiated by goal orientations, 
but the choices made are based on the values initiating in 
the personal system. In the Deacon and Firebaugh model 
(1988), goals are action initiators (input) rather than the 
end result of action (output).
Events are pertinent unexpected occurrences that 
require managerial action. They represent the output from 
one system that becomes the input of some other system. 
Events and goals combine as inputs to determine the demands 
placed on the managerial system. The response of the 
management system is dependent on these demands, and 
families with different values and resources vary in their 
response to such demands (Deacon & Firebaugh, 1988).
The managerial system serves as the center for the 
process of thought and action through which resources are 
utilized in the meeting of demands. The managerial system 
functions in combination with the personal system. While 
the personal system provides values and capacities 
supportive to the managerial process, the managerial system
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provides the experiences from which personal development 
evolves (Deacon & Firebaugh, 1988).
Resources provide the means to satisfy the family 
system's purposes or demands; they are necessary in solving 
every management problem. Human resources are all the 
means vested in people that can be used to meet demands, 
including capabilities, health, energy, and time. Material 
resources are nonhuman means for meeting the demands of 
goals and events, including goods, household capital, and 
money. The stock of resources of a family is not static, 
but rather is continually being altered as families use 
resources and acquire or develop new resources (Deacon & 
Firebaugh, 1988).
Decision making is a process of evaluation in the 
choice of options or alternatives, and is the basic process 
underlying all functions of family resource management. 
Purpose, process, and control are aspects of all managerial 
decisions. Decision making within the management context 
is resource-related and cognitive. Steps in the decision­
making process' include a) the recognition that a decision 
is needed, b) the identification and assessment of 
alternatives, and c) the resolution or selection among 
alternatives (Deacon & Firebaugh, 1988).
The process through which families and individuals use 
cognitive skills to envision what is to be done is called 
planning. It involves attempts at purposeful, future-
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oriented decision making. Planning is an integral part of 
the managerial system, and results in the design of actions 
in pursuit of a goal (Deacon & Firebaugh, 1988).
The effectiveness of a system can be judged by how 
well the goals or anticipated outcomes coincide with the 
outputs. Satisfaction or dissatisfaction results from the 
comparison of goals with met demands. Input-output 
relations are monitored through feedback. Negative 
feedback promotes a system's stability by influencing the 
reduction in deviation, and positive feedback represents 
growth or change in possibilities (Deacon & Firebaugh,
1988) .
Selection of a CCRC within the 
Theoretical Framework of the Deacon and Firebaugh Model 
Elderly persons planning for retirement needs, such as 
housing and increased health care demands, sometimes may 
find the process marked by limited options (Deacon & 
Firebaugh, 1988)., In general, planning for retirement 
sometimes is found to be difficult, as uncertainties abound 
during the time when planning should take place. Families 
do not know with certainty factors that will exist in the 
future, including time of death of self and spouse, wealth, 
or health care needs (Schulz & Carrin, 1972). Indeed, both 
health and medical care are characterized by uncertainty 
(Arrow, 1963).
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Some older Americans have adequate resources and 
opportunities to plan for both housing and health care 
needs in the retirement years. An option chosen by some 
retired persons is the comprehensive network of 
interrelated housing and health care programs found in 
continuing care retirement communities (Chellis, 1990).
The Deacon and Firebaugh family resource management model 
provides a theoretical framework within which one can 
examine how families plan for and select such retirement 
housing.
Some important steps within the managerial system of 
the Deacon and Firebaugh model that are useful in planning 
for retirement needs are goal and standard setting, long- 
range planning, anticipating resources, decision making, 
and implementation. Communication, an important 
facilitator in the family system, is what binds the family 
system together (Deacon & Firebaugh, 1988). It would seem 
that, without effective communication, families are not 
likely to effectively set the goals that form the base for 
planning retirement housing. However, it was noted in a 
1989 study that family involvement was not perceived to be 
an important part of planning for the demands of retirement 
(Kragie, Gerstein, & Lichtman, 1989).
The potential for future income security, a necessary 
component for satisfying retirement needs, including 
housing, is increased by long-range planning (McKenna &
Nickols, 1988). According to the Deacon and Firebaugh 
model, part of long-range planning for retirement in 
general involves standard setting, which represents the 
operational criteria for action resulting from the 
reconciliation of resources with demands. Standards are 
situation specific and have quantitative and qualitative 
components (Deacon & Firebaugh, 1988). In the case of 
retirement housing, the standard would be to maintain the 
same living standard in retirement as existed just prior to 
retirement (Schulz & Carrin, 1972).
Financial resources may be thought of as part of the 
input component of the Deacon and Firebaugh model as it 
relates to planning for retirement needs. Use of the 
managerial system to allocate resources for meeting the 
future needs of retirement housing and health care will 
affect satisfaction with retirement living (Deacon & 
Firebaugh, 1988) . Elderly persons considering a move from 
their homes into a retirement community situation may 
consider the importance of the location of the retirement 
community as a demand that limits their choices. For 
example, those considering relocation to retirement housing 
may wish to remain in the community wherein their support 
network of family and friends is located. Others may 
choose to relocate near adult children and grandchildren 
(Kichen & Roche, 1990).
Within the throughput component of the Deacon and 
Firebaugh model, the managerial system provides the 
functioning mechanism within which families and individuals 
can plan for retirement housing. How people allocate 
present resources to meet future retirement housing demands 
will contribute to their well being during their eventual 
retirement (Deacon & Firebaugh, 1988). In some cases, both 
housing (Schulz, 1988) and health care (Phelps, 1992) may 
represent major expenditures for the retired elderly.
Those who plan for management of both housing and health 
care as part of a continuum of mutually supportive 
services, such as is found in a CCRC may find they have 
solved two major problems typically faced by older people 
(Chellis, 1990).
Decision making is the basic process underlying all 
managerial decisions (Deacon & Firebaugh, 1988). Exactly 
how consumers make decisions varies from one individual to 
another. According to Paolucci (1967), decision making 
within families is a learned behavior whereby individuals, 
alone or together, actualize human values and attain 
specific goals. In the decision-making process for major 
purchases, such as joining a CCRC, consumers may choose to 
gather relevant information in order to identify and assess 
alternatives. The complexity of such an information search 
is a function of income, time, education, experience, 
cognitive ability, and risk (Walters, 1978).
As consumers proceed in their acquisition of 
information, they come into contact with a variety of 
information sources. In relation to the acquisition of 
information about CCRCs, for example, potential buyers may 
rely on word-of-mouth, advertising, or personal inspection 
to guide them in purchase decisions (Kichen & Roche, 1990). 
For joining a CCRC, advice from family, friends, and 
friends living in a retirement community has been found to 
be a major source of influence for consumers, with 
physicians as next most influential (Kichen & Roche, 1990).
Within the Deacon and Firebaugh (1988) framework, 
families and individuals use some degree of planning when 
engaged in purposeful, future-oriented decision making. In 
a 1990 study (Kichen & Roche), 20% of respondents indicated 
a period of five years or more of planning for entry into a 
CCRC. Most (62%) , however, entered a CCRC within two years 
of their initial consideration of such retirement housing.
As part of their decision-making process for such a 
large and important purchase, those considering joining a 
CCRC might logically be expected to "shop around."
However, nearly one half (45%) of the CCRC residents 
surveyed by Kichen and Roche (1990) visited only one 
facility before making their decision to enter. For such 
consumers, this may not be representative of a poor 
planning process. Rather, other factors such as geographic 
location or the importance of specific selection criteria
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may have played a crucial role in the selection process 
(Kichen and Roche, 1990).
Subsequent satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the 
CCRC chosen results from the comparison of goals and 
standards with met demands. Satisfaction with the chosen 
CCRC and its characteristics represents the output 
component of the proposed model.
Introduction of the Proposed Model 
According to Deacon and Firebaugh (1988), management 
is a basic tool for achieving desired goals by using 
resources to advantage. Effective managerial processes 
help families and individuals control the events of life 
and influence the outcomes of situations. Such processes 
influence the quality of life through the direction of 
resources to meet demands and goals.
In the Deacon and Firebaugh (1988) model, the systems 
approach to management has three major components: input, 
throughput, and output. Interpretation and modification of 
the Deacon and Firebaugh theory was necessary to facilitate 
observation of the CCRC search and selection process. A 
structural model, consisting of exogenous variables 
originating externally from the model and endogenous 
variables originating from within the model, was developed 
in order to depict the interrelationships between 
satisfaction and the said constructs. An illustration of 
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Figure 8. Proposed Model of the CCRC Search and Selection Process.
Note. Arrows from one box to another do not necessarily indicate relationships 
among every variable within each box.
Input, the demands and resources that enter the system 
in order for throughput processes to take place, is 
represented by the perceived importance of location of the 
CCRC (demands) and by human and economic capital 
(resources). Importance of location, consisting of a) the 
importance of location close to former home, and b) the 
importance of location close to family members, is 
considered a demand because it fits the Deacon and 
Firebaugh (1988) definition of a demand. Deacon and 
Firebaugh referred to a demand as an input that furnishes 
stimulus, motivation, and meaning to the throughput 
activity undertaken. According to the review of 
literature, the desire to live close to children or other 
relatives was considered an important factor in the 
decision to enter a CCRC (see Kichen & Roche, 1990).
According to Deacon and Firebaugh (1988), resources 
represent the means necessary to meet demands and goals of 
the family. Human and economic capital, which represent 
resources as inputs in the proposed model, was made up of 
four components: a) total family income, b) education, c) 
perceived income adequacy, and d) satisfaction with amount 
and availability of financial resources to meet needs. The 
described inputs (importance of location and human and 
economic capital) constitute the exogenous variables that 
originate externally from and drive the model.
The throughput system, where the management activities 
of planning and implementing take place, was represented in 
the proposed model by the CCRC search and selection process 
used by the respondents. For purposes of the current 
study, the CCRC search and selection process was made up of 
three groups of variables: a) perceived importance of each 
of the CCRC characteristics; b) helpfulness of information 
source, including both individuals and printed materials 
consulted; and c) extent of search, consisting of 
activities performed in the search and selection process as 
well as the number of retirement communities making up the 
consideration set. These are the intervening variables in 
the model.
In the development of the throughput component of the 
model, it was noted that there were 16 variables measuring 
the CCRC characteristics and their perceived importance, 
many of which are presumably highly correlated. Therefore, 
factor analysis was planned to reduce this large number of 
variables to a smaller number of independent variables for 
use in later analyses. To estimate the number of factors 
to be used in the hypothesized model, Pearson correlations 
were performed on the data from the pilot study for this 
project. Two distinct clusters of variables emerged, 
indicating strong correlations between each pair of 
variables within each set but small correlations between 
variables occurring in different sets. Therefore, it was
estimated that there would be two factors to represent the 
variables contained in the "perceived importance of CCRC 
characteristics" component of the model. These factors 
were interpreted as a measure of a) care aspects: services 
available and costs of care, and b) atmosphere: social 
climate and physical appearance (see Figure 8). The 
variables within each cluster were as follows. Care 
aspects (services available and costs of care) comprised 
nine variables: IINDEP, IMEDSER, I_NH, IADDFEE, ISTAFF, 
ICARECO, IHEALTH, IENTFEE, and IMANFEE (see Appendix B for 
a list and description of variables). Atmosphere (social 
climate and physical appearance) consisted of seven 
variables: IRESCON, IFRRES, IFRSTAFF, IAPPLQ, IAPPGR,
IFOOD, and IATMOS (see Appendix B).
The variable, IFOOD (importance of the quality of the 
food) did not appear in the piloted survey questionnaire, 
but was added to the final instrument at the suggestion of 
pilot-study subjects. It was logically grouped in the 
atmosphere cluster, since there is a social component 
associated with the dining process.
There were no specific clusters of significantly 
correlated variables for either helpfulness of information 
source or extent of search within the throughput component 
of the model, so no further groupings were formed within 
these components for the proposed model. Within the output 
component of the proposed model, no specific clusters of
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significantly correlated variables were found for 
satisfaction with CCRC characteristics. Therefore, no 
further groupings were formed for this component of the 
proposed model.
To judge the effectiveness of a system, one can 
compare actual outputs with the anticipated outcomes. The 
more consistent the outputs with anticipated goals, the 
more effective the management system. Therefore, outputs 
were measured by the dependent variable, satisfaction with 
choice of CCRC. Both overall satisfaction and satisfaction 
with each of the CCRC characteristics were measured. The 
CCRC search and selection process and satisfaction with the 
choice of CCRC make up those endogenous variables that 
originate from within the model.
Nomenclature
The following nomenclature will be used in reference 
to the model: composite sets refer to those groups of 
"boxes" comprising the entire segment of each of the input, 
throughput, and output portions of the model; a component 
refers to an individual group of variables that makes up a 
"box" in the model; and, an individual variable refers to 
any one variable contained within a "box." See Figure 8 
for a depiction of the proposed model.
Hypotheses
For the proposed model, the variables that represent 
input constructs of resources (human and economic capital)
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and demands (importance of location) are the exogenous 
variables that drive the model. The variables representing 
the throughput system constructs (CCRC search and selection 
process) are endogenous variables that mediate the 
relationships between inputs (human and economic capital, 
and importance of location) and the endogenous variables 
representing outputs (satisfaction).
Hypothesis Related to Input-to-Throuohput Variables 
It is hypothesized that the managerial process used by 
consumers selecting a CCRC can be predicted by resources 
(human and economic capital) and demands (importance of 
location). That is, consumers will place differing degrees 
of importance on CCRC characteristics depending on their 
income, education, perceived income adequacy, satisfaction 
with their resources, and the importance of location of the 
CCRC. Additionally, they will use differing sources of 
information and the extent of search will differ according 
to the aforementioned resources and demands.
Hypothesis Related to Input-to-Output Variables 
It is hypothesized that knowing the resources (human 
and economic capital) and demands (importance of location) 
of consumers selecting a CCRC will help to predict their 
satisfaction with the chosen CCRC and its characteristics. 
That is, knowing the income, education, perceived income 
adequacy, and satisfaction with resources of consumers will 
help to predict their subsequent satisfaction with the
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chosen CCRC and its characteristics. Additionally, knowing 
the perceived importance of location of the CCRC close to 
the former home and close to family members will assist in 
predicting satisfaction.
Hypothesis Related to Throucrhput-to-Output Variables 
It is hypothesized that knowing the throughput 
variables (the managerial process used to search for and 
select a CCRC) will contribute to the ability to predict 
satisfaction with the chosen CCRC and its characteristics. 
That is, knowing a) the importance placed on the CCRC 
characteristics, b) the extent of search, and c) the 
helpfulness of information source used by consumers will 
help to predict subsequent satisfaction with the CCRC 
selected and its characteristics.
Hypothesis Related to 
Input-to-Output Variables Mediated by Throughput Variables 
The primary hypothesis of the current study is that 
given input, the addition of the throughput component to 
the model will help to predict satisfaction. Specifically, 
when a) the importance of CCRC characteristics, b) 
helpfulness of information source, and c) extent of search 
are included in the model of the current study, the ability 
to predict subsequent satisfaction increases.
II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Since the mid-l9th century, one of the most important 
changes in the history of humankind has occurred— a near 
doubling of the life expectancy at birth from 40 to near 85 
years (Olshansky, Carnes, & Cassel, 1990). In the United 
States, the elderly (age 65 or older) make up 12.6% of the 
population (U. S. Bureau of the Census, 1991). It has been 
projected that by the year 2 040, the 65-and-over population 
will rise to approximately 68 million, representing 23% of 
the total population of this country. The "very old" (85 
years and older), by 2040, will number approximately 17.8 
million (Schneider & Guralnik, 1990). The growing number 
of older persons in the United States has caused a focus of 
attention on the health care services (Phelps, 1992; 
Williams & Guerra, 1991) and special housing needs of this 
facet of the population (AARP, 1990b).
As people age, they become more likely to need 
assistance with activities of daily living. In the past, 
such help was usually given by the daughter or daughter-in- 
law; however, with more women entering the workforce, fewer 
female offspring are available for such care to aging 
parents (Brody & Schoonover, 1986; Cohen, Tell, Batten, & 
Larson, 1988; Matthews & Rosner, 1988). Although programs 
assisting the elderly to age in place are emerging as 
alternatives to family caregiving, reliance on formal 
systems of health care, such as nursing homes, remains a
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choice for many families. For example, more than 900,000 
of the 2.2 million persons who turned 65 in 1990 (43%) are 
expected to need nursing home care at least once before 
they die (Kemper & Murtaugh, 1991). Twenty-five percent of 
that group will stay at least one year, at an average cost 
of $25,000 to $40,000 (Kemper & Murtaugh, 1991). It has 
been projected that by the year 2000, spending on nursing 
homes will have grown from $65 billion in 1992 to $137 
billion (Family Economics Research Group, 1993). Since the 
aging population has a high likelihood of using the 
services of a nursing home and since the services are 
expensive, housing alternatives that protect against the 
high costs of long-term care are beginning to emerge 
(Chellis, 1990; Cohen, Tell, Batten, & Larson, 1988).
One type of elderly housing designed to foster 
independent yet supportive living with a health-care 
guarantee is the continuing care retirement community 
(CCRC). In the CCRC setting, a full continuum of housing 
and care is provided, from independent living through long 
term care, in order to meet the elderly client's changing 
needs for supportive services and care (AAHA, 1993; AAHA 
and Ernst & Whinney, 1987; AARP, 1991; Chellis, 1993;
Somers & Spears, 1992; Winklevoss & Powell, 1984).
The concept of life care for the elderly is not new, 
its roots having been traced back to the medieval craft 
guilds of Europe (Scott & Maziarka, 1987; Winklevoss &
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Powell, 1984). Church-sponsored CCRCs have existed in the 
United States from as early as 1915 (Scott & Maziarka,
1987). Although most CCRCs today continue to be affiliated 
with non-profit organizations, a growing number are 
operated by the for-profit sector as well (AAHA and Ernst & 
Young, 1989; Somers & Spears, 1992).
Unlike board and care homes, continuing care 
retirement communities offer contracts that represent a 
lifetime commitment. An entry fee, payable upon admission 
into the facility, and monthly maintenance payments 
thereafter, are the typical requirements for purchasing a 
continuing care contract (AAHA and Ernst & Whinney, 1987; 
Somers & Spears, 1992; Winklevoss & Powell, 1984). Under 
this broad definition of CCRCs falls a wide variety of 
contracts. For purposes of understanding and comparison of 
data, the continuing care contracts have been classified 
into three different types: a) extensive (formerly called 
"all-inclusive"), or Type A; b) modified, or Type B; and c) 
fee-for-service, or Type C (AAHA and Ernst & Young, 1989; 
Somers & Spears, 1992).
a) An extensive continuing care contract includes
residence, services, and amenities. Long-term care 
is provided with little or no increase in the 
monthly payments other than normal operating costs 
and inflation adjustments.
b) A modified continuing care contract guarantees 
residence, services, and amenities. A limited 
number of days of long-term care is provided with 
little or no increase in the monthly payments other 
than normal operating costs and inflation 
adjustments. After the specified number of nursing 
home care days are used, residents pay either a 
discounted rate or the full rates for long-term 
care.
c) A fee-for-service continuing care contract includes 
residence, services, and amenities, and emergency 
and short-term nursing care. Long-term care, if 
needed, is provided at the full per diem rates.
Type C, or fee-for-service contracts, which do not 
usually require entry fees, represent an "unbundling" of 
services. Unbundling allows residents more control over 
their assets and negotiability for services; however, it 
also means that there is no insurance against future 
expenses for long-term care (Stearns, Netting, Wilson, & 
Branch, 1990)„ Despite the trend among CCRCs in the 1970s 
and early 1980s toward fee-for-service contracts, 
communities today seem to have a renewed interest in 
including some type of long-term-care insurance (Tell & 
Cohen, 1990).
Under the extensive or modified contracts, the burden 
of long-term care costs is shifted from the individual to
the CCRC. Each member of the CCRC becomes part of a group 
of people whose risks are pooled. Part of the entry fee 
and monthly payments of each resident is shifted into an 
insurance fund used to finance the health care needs of all 
residents (Cohen, Tell, Batten, & Larson, 1988; Cohen,
Tell, Bishop, Wallack, & Branch, 1989; Somers & Spears, 
1992; Winklevoss & Powell, 1984). Such a risk-sharing 
system protects the individual from the necessity of 
"spending down" to Medicaid eligibility and thus reduces 
the burden on government assistance programs. The CCRC 
appears to be emerging as a significant option for those 
wishing to protect themselves against the rising costs of 
long-term care (Somers & Spears, 1992).
According to the American Association of Homes for the 
Aging, currently there are approximately 1,000 CCRCs in the 
United States (AAHA, 1993). It is estimated that there 
also may be several hundred existing communities that have 
some, but not all, of the AAHA-required characteristics 
(Somers & Spears, 1992). The typical community has 
approximately 200 independent living units and 100 
assisted-living and skilled-care beds. Communities vary in 
design across the nation, from modest cottages in campus­
like settings to high-rise buildings in urban areas (Hurley 
& Brewer, 1991).
Current interest in CCRCs has been heightened by the 
fact that many middle-class Americans are now able to
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afford the costs of CCRC care (Cohen, Tell, Batten, & 
Larson, 1988? Ruchlin, 1988). The growth in private 
pensions since World War II, the changes in the social 
security system, and the increase in home ownership by 
middle-class Americans all contribute to the financial base 
necessary for entry into a CCRC (Ruchlin, 1988). As people 
become more knowledgeable about the lack of long-term care 
coverage by Medicare, they are turning to alternative 
methods of protection against these costs (Cohen, et al.,
1989).
The CCRC is becoming a viable option for elderly 
persons concerned about their projected need for nursing 
home care (Cohen, et al., 1989; Somers & Spears, 1992). 
Researchers have found that two thirds of all CCRC 
residents will enter nursing homes before they die, and 
slightly more than one half (56%) will be admitted more 
than once (Cohen, Tell, & Wallack, 1988). Access to 
nursing home care and protection from long term care costs 
have been found to be very important factors in the 
decision to join a CCRC (Cohen, Tell, Batten, & Larson,
1988) .
Researchers have found that people choose CCRCs for a 
variety of reasons. In a 1988 study, Cohen, Tell, Batten, 
and Larson surveyed 1,498 CCRC residents and waiting-1ist 
members to determine what motivated them to join a CCRC. 
Respondents rated 16 individual reasons as "very
important," "somewhat important," "not very important," or 
"not at all important." Reasons ranked as "very important" 
by the majority of respondents included access to medical 
care, access to the nursing home, access to services to 
maintain independence, avoidance of being a family burden, 
security of a staff nearby, and financial protection from 
long-term care costs. Ninety-five percent of those 
respondents with spouses rated "to assure spouse care" as a 
very important reason for entering a CCRC. Reasons related 
to social support and security were cited less frequently 
by respondents as important reasons for joining a CCRC.
Because the CCRC contract represents a lifetime 
commitment and often a sizeable investment of funds, 
consumers have been cautioned to investigate thoroughly the 
financial stability of the CCRC's funding sponsor (AAHA, 
1993; AARP, 1988; AARP & FTC, 1991; Consumer Reports, 1990; 
Crichton, 1987; Gillespie & Sloan, 1990; Hodge, 1988; 
National Consumers League, 1990; Winsor, 1983). According 
to the American Association of Retired Persons (1990a), 
there are six major causes of financial trouble for CCRCs: 
overbuilding, low value, overborrowing, insufficient and 
depleted financial reserves, poor marketing, and financial 
mismanagement. Prospective consumers are cautioned to seek 
the assistance of a trusted financial advisor before 
signing a CCRC contract (AARP, 1990a; Consumer Reports,
1990; Crichton, 1987; Gillespie & Sloan, 1990; National 
Consumers League, 1990: Winsor, 1983).
III. METHODOLOGY 
Determination of the Sample Size
Based on an acceptable margin of error of a = .05 and
the use of categorical data, the appropriate sample size 
for this study was 384 respondents (Cochran, 1977). The 
average number of residents who had joined a CCRC within 
the year preceding the study and who were currently living 
in the independent living section was projected to be 
approximately 24 persons1. Participation by residents of 
22-25 CCRCs was projected to yield a sample of 528-600
subjects. With an expected return rate of about 75%2, the
resulting sample from 22-25 CCRCs was projected to number 
approximately 396-450 subjects, yielding the required 
sample size.
Selection of the Sample
Approximately 1,000 communities have been tentatively 
identified by the American Association of Homes for the 
Aging (AAHA, 1993) as CCRCs. Since the list may have 
contained names of facilities that did not fit the distinct 
definition of a CCRC for the purpose of this study, and 
agreement by administrators to participate was a major
1 Figure is based on records (5/91 - 5/93) of the CCRC 
participating in the pilot study. This facility has 180 
independent living units.
2 In another study of CCRC residents, a response rate 
of 71% was achieved (Cohen, Tell, Batten, & Larson, 1988). 




determinant of ultimate sample size, it was determined that 
oversampling would be necessary. Previous research 
experience with sample selection dependent upon 
participation agreement by facility administrators helped 
to establish that a drawn sample of 75 CCRCs would be 
needed to generate a delivered sample of 22-25 facilities.
To permit generalization to the larger population of 
CCRC decision makers throughout the nation, the random 
sample selection was stratified by regions of the country 
in which the CCRCs are located (AAHA, and Ernest & Young,
1989). In Figure 9, the regional distribution of CCRCs in 
the United States is depicted. A computer-generated list 
of random numbers was used to select 75 of the identified 
facilities for participation in the study. The percentage 
of CCRCs drawn from each region was equal to the total 
percentage of CCRCs located in that region, as follows: 
West, 16%, (n=12); Central, 19%, (n=14); Great Lakes, 19%, 
(n=14)? South, 2 6%, (n=2 0); and Northeast, 20%, (n=15).
CCRC administrators were requested to provide the 
names and addresses of residents who had joined within one 
year of the start of the project and who were currently 
living in the independent living section of the facility 
(see Appendix C). In cases where a husband and wife were 
both residing in the independent living section of the
Northeast
South
Figure 9. Regional Distribution of CCRCs in the United States.
Note. From Continuing Care Retirement Communities; An Industry in Action: Analysis 
and Developing Trends 1989 (p. 7) by American Association of Homes for the Aging and 
Ernst & Young, 1989, Washington, DC: Author. Copyright 1989 by AAHA. Adapted by 
permission. (See Appendix A for letter of permission to use copyrighted work.) o
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CCRC, each was to be included separately in the sample.3 
In exchange for cooperation with the research endeavor, 
each CCRC director was promised a final report tailored to 
include findings gathered from residents of that particular 
community, and upon request, a summary of the complete 
study.
Of the 75 administrators contacted for participation 
in the study, 22 agreed to participate by furnishing names 
and addresses of residents who had joined the facility 
within one year of the start of the project. Sixteen 
percent (12) of the CCRCs contacted constituted sampling 
frame errors. That is, these facilities did not fit the 
description of a CCRC set out by the researcher. Four 
administrators (5%) refused to participate, and the 
remaining 48% (36) did not respond to the original mailed 
request nor to the follow-up mailings. Therefore, the 
response rate for CCRC participation was 35% (22/63).
Development of the Instrument
The instrument was designed to examine the CCRC search 
and selection process within the context of the Deacon and 
Firebaugh family resource management model, and was based
3 Although those having completed the decision-making 
process within three months prior to the study would be the 
ideal sample (Cohen, Tell, Batten, & Larson, 1988; McAuley, 
1991), CCRCs have a small number of new residents joining 
within such a limited time frame. The increased number of 
CCRCs needed to provide an adequate sampling frame would 
have resulted in a strain on the research resources 
available.
72
on the review of literature, constructs from the decision- 
process portion of the Engel et al. (1990) model of 
consumer behavior, and a content analysis of CCRC selection 
guides (see Appendix D). The demographic variables chosen, 
according to the review of literature and theoretical 
frameworks, were those most likely to affect consumer 
decision making related to the selection of a CCRC.
A nine-page survey questionnaire was developed to 
determine human and economic capital, importance of 
location, perceived importance of CCRC characteristics, 
helpfulness of information source, extent of search, 
satisfaction, and respondent demographic characteristics 
(see Appendix E). Dillman's "total design method" for 
mailed survey questionnaires was used for the design of the 
instrument (Dillman, 1978). In the final stage of its 
development, the instrument was reviewed by Dr. Don Dillman 
of Washington State University's Social and Economic 
Sciences Research Center. Suggestions made by Dr. Dillman 
were incorporated into the final draft of the instrument.
Each questionnaire contained a different 
identification number denoting the regional location, the 
particular facility, and the individual respondent. 
Identification numbers were used only for facilitation of 
the follow-up mailing process to increase the response 
rate, and to individualize the research summaries to be
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sent to each facility. Answers from individual respondents 
will never be associated with the respondent's identity.
Input
Within the context of the Deacon and Firebaugh's 
family system model, input is made up of demands and 
resources entering a system to affect transformation 
(throughput) processes in the achievement of outcomes 
(output) (Deacon & Firebaugh, 1988). For the current 
study, resource inputs were represented by the construct of 
human and economic capital. Resource inputs were measured 
by a) total family income, b) education, c) perceived 
income adequacy, and d) satisfaction with amount and 
availability of financial resources to meet needs.
Question Q-6: D measured education, and question Q-6: F was 
used to determine total family income. Perceived income 
adequacy was measured by question Q-6: G, and questions Q6: 
H-K measured satisfaction with amount and availability of 
financial resources to meet needs.
Demand inputs were represented by importance of 
location, consisting of a) the importance of location close 
to former home, and b) the importance of location close to 
family members. Question Q-3: I was used to determine the 
importance of location close to former home, while question 




In the throughput component of the family system, the 
management activities of planning and implementing take 
place. For the current model, the CCRC search and 
selection process represents throughput, and is made up of 
three components: a) perceived importance of each of the 
CCRC characteristics, including aspects of both care and 
atmosphere; b) helpfulness of information source, including 
both individuals and printed materials consulted, and c) 
extent of search, consisting of activities performed in the 
search and selection process as well as the consideration 
set (number of retirement communities considered).
Perceived importance of each of the CCRC characteristics 
was measured by question Q-3: A-G and J-S. Sources of 
information, including both individuals and printed 
materials consulted were determined by question Q-2: A-L. 
Question Ql: A-I measured the activities performed, and 
question Ql: J was used to determine the number of 
retirement communities considered.
Output
Output may be defined as matter, energy, or 
information produced by a system in response to input and 
throughput processes (Deacon & Firebaugh, 1988). For the 
current study, output was represented by satisfaction with 
the chosen CCRC, including overall satisfaction as well as 
satisfaction with each of the CCRC characteristics. The
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first part of question Q4 of the survey questionnaire was 
used to measure overall satisfaction, while question Q4: A- 
S measured satisfaction with each of the CCRC 
characteristics.
Pilot Study
Prior to the testing of the instrument, appropriate 
forms were submitted and approval was granted for the use 
of human subjects in research (See Appendix F). The survey 
instrument was pilot tested in the summer of 1993, with 
residents of a local CCRC who had joined the facility 
within the previous 12 months (5/92 - 5/93). One week 
following the original mailing, all subjects were sent a 
reminder postcard. Follow-up letters and replacement 
questionnaires were sent to non-respondents at three- and 
seven-week intervals. Of the 26 households surveyed, 22 
responded, one refused to participate, and three did not 
respond, constituting a response rate of 85%.
As a result of the written comments of participants in 
the pilot study, the instrument was revised to include the 
suggestions made by respondents, and to clarify selected 
questions. A change was made in the question related to 
helpfulness of resources in the CCRC selection process. 
Response possibilities were changed from a dichotomous 
"yes/no" to scaled response possibilities indicating degree 
of helpfulness of each resource. Additional responses 
indicated by respondents were added, such as "adult
children" and "friends living in a retirement community." 
Additional income categories were added, since a large 
percentage of responses fell into the "less than $19,999" 
and "$80,000 and over" categories. A question related to 
perceived income adequacy and questions about the 
importance of location of the CCRC were added to the 
revised instrument. For the question related to activities 
performed in the search process, response possibilities 
were changed from Likert-type scaled responses to 
dichotomous "yes/no" response choices.
Administration of the Instrument
The Dillman (1978) "total design method" was adapted 
in the mailing of questionnaires to participating residents 
who had joined the CCRC within the previous 12 months and 
who still were residing in the independent living section. 
In cases where both a husband and wife were residing in the 
CCRC, separate questionnaires were sent to each.
Data collection took place from late November, 1993 
through early January, 1994, with no mailings during the 
week preceding and the week following Christmas. For the 
mailing of questionnaires and cover letters (see Appendix 
G), the recommended follow-up mailing sequence (with the 
exception of the recommendation of certified mailing for 
the final follow-up) was implemented as follows: a) one 
week —  a postcard reminder to the entire sample (see 
Appendix G); b) three weeks —  a letter (see Appendix G)
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and replacement questionnaire only to nonrespondents; and 
c) seven weeks —  a letter (see Appendix G) and replacement 
questionnaire only to nonrespondents. The follow-up 
mailing procedure was implemented to maximize the expected 
response rate (Dillman, 1978). Of the 650 questionnaires 
sent to participating subjects, 374 usable questionnaires 
were returned to the researcher, for a response rate of 
58%.
Analysis of the Data
SAS® procedures were used to perform all analyses. 
Level of significance was set at a = .05 for all tests. 
Frequency distributions were computed for each variable.
To determine the strength and direction of linear 
relationships among all pairs of variables in the model, 
Pearson product-moment correlation matrixes were produced 
(see Appendix H).
The fit of the hypothesized model was tested using 
multiple linear regression modeling. To reduce large 
groups of highly intercorrelated variables to smaller 
numbers of variables, factor analyses were performed prior 
to the multiple regression analysis. This procedure was
necessary to transform independent variables to smaller
. 2sets of factors having nearly as large an R when used to
predict the dependent variable, but that were uncorrelated 
among themselves (Agresti, 1986).
IV. RESULTS
The results are presented in the following sections:
(a) characteristics of the sample; (b) descriptive 
statistics for input, throughput, and output variables; and 
(c) testing of the model. In testing the model, two 
separate series of regression analysis were conducted. The 
first series used a subsample of those subjects (n=142) who 
had responses for each and every variable included in the 
model. In the second series, a correlation matrix was 
generated from the complete data set, and regression 
analyses were performed using these data in an effort to 
use all information from all subjects (n=374). Results of 
each of the two series of analyses were essentially the 
same, so findings from the second series of analyses were 
reported. For the purpose of comparison, a summary of 
demographic information is included in Table 1 for both the 
overall sample (n=374) and the subsample of those subjects 
(n=142) who had responses for each and every variable 
included in the model. Data reported in the text refer to 
the overall cample (n = 374).
Characteristics of the Sample
The current study represents the responses of 374 
residents of CCRCs nationwide. The number of respondents 
from each region were as follows: West, n=66; Central, 
n=35; Great Lakes, n=77; South, n=152; and Northeast, n=42. 
According to the actual stratification of CCRCs throughout
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the nation, for the delivered sample, the Central region 
was somewhat underrepresented (see Figure 10).
For the current sample, 70% of the respondents were 
female. Over 99% of the respondents reported their racial 
background as white, with only one respondent reporting 
ethnicity as other than white. Nearly one-half of the 
sample (48%) were currently married, and approximately 40% 
had been widowed. See Table 1 for a summary of all 
demographic information.
Ages at entry into the CCRC ranged from 48 years to 94 
years (see Table 1). The mean age of the sample was 77.4 
years, with the median age equal to 78 years.
Approximately 5% of the sample had not completed high 
school, while 10% reported completion of high school as 
their highest level of education. Fourteen percent had 
attended business, technical, or nursing school. Almost 
three-fourths of the respondents (72%) had completed at 
least some college study, with 17% of the total sample 
holding undergraduate degrees, 8% having completed some 
post-graduate work, and approximately 29% holding post­
graduate degrees (see Table 1).
Total family incomes of the respondents ranged from 
less than $9,999 to over $120,000. Approximately 8% of the 
sample reported incomes of less than $20,000, while 23% 
reported incomes of $20,000-29,999. An additional 20%
SAMPLE
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Figure 10. Regional Distribution of CCRCs in Drawn Sample and in Delivered Sample.
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Table 1
Characteristics of the Samole
n = 374a n = 142b
Variables n % n %
Gender
Female 255 69.7 84 60.0
Male 111 30.3 56 40.0
Not reported 8 — 2 —
Race
White 362 99.7 138 99.3
Other 1 0.3 1 0.7
Not reported 11 — 3 —
Marital Status
Currently married 175 48.1 78 55.7
Separated/divorced 16 4.4 8 5.7
Widowed 144 39.6 46 32.9
Single (never married) 29 8.0 8 5.7
Not reported 10 — 2 —
Education
Completed grade school 7 1.9 3 2.1
Some high school 9 2.5 2 1.4 
(table continues)
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n = 374 n = 142
Variables n % n
Education, continued
Completed high school 36 9.9 11 7.7
Business/technical school 49 13.5 17 12.0
Some college 64 17.7 26 18.3
Completed college 63 17.4 32 22.5
Some graduate work 30 8.3 9 6.3
Graduate degree 104 28.7 42 29.6
Not reported 12 — 0 —
i at entry0
48-64 years 10 2.9 7 5.2
65-70 years 37 10.7 18 13.5
71-75 years 77 22.2 28 20.9
76-80 years 104 30.1 53 39.5
81-85 years 83 24.0 20 14.9
86-90 years 32 9.2 8 6.0
91-94 years 3 0.9 0 —
Not reported 28 — 0 —
:ome
Less than $9,999 10 3.1 3 2.1
$10,000-$19,999 17 5.3 5 3.5 
(table continues)
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n = 374 n = 142
Variables n % n %
Income, continued 
$20,000—$29,999 74 23.1 35 24.6
$30,000-$39,999 65 20.2 24 16.9
$40,000-$49,999 45 14.0 24 16.9
$50,000—$59,999 32 10.0 14 9.9
$60,000-$69,999 12 3.7 4 2.8
$70,000-$79,999 13 4.0 7 4.9
$80,000-$89,999 14 4.4 5 3.5
$90,000-$99,999 9 2.8 7 4.9
$100,000-$109,999 13 4.0 6 4.2
$110,000-$119,999 3 0.9 1 0.7
$120,000 and above 14 4.4 7 4.9
Not reported 53 — 0 —
Note. Percents mav not ecrual 100% due to rounding.
& bRepresents overall sample. Represents subsample of those 
subjects who had responses for each and every variable 
included in the model. CA11 subjects had joined the CCRC 
within the previous year.
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reported that their family incomes were between $30,000 and 
$39,999. Approximately one-fourth of the sample had 
incomes of $40,000-$59,999. The remaining 35% of those 
reporting income indicated incomes of over $59,999 (see 
Table 1).
Descriptive Statistics for Input. Throughput, 
and Output Variables
Input Variables 
The input variables comprised the resource variables 
represented by human and economic capital, and the demand 
variables represented by importance of location. Within 
the human and economic capital construct were (a) income,
(b) education, (c) perceived income adequacy, and (d) 
satisfaction with resources. Income and education 
responses were described in the previous section and 
summarized in Table 1. Within the importance of location 
construct were (a) importance of location close to former 
home and (b) importance of location close to family 
members. Percentage distributions of each response for 
each variable are summarized in Appendix H. Pearson 
product-moment correlation matrixes also are portrayed in 
Appendix H.
Human and Economic Capital
Perceived income adequacy.
To determine perceived income adequacy, a survey 
question was posed to the respondents asking how much their
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income provided. One respondent stated that current income 
provided "not even the basics." Fifteen respondents (4%) 
said their income provided "basics only," while 37 (11%) 
replied that their income provided "some wants." Forty- 
seven percent (167) reported that their income provided 
"most things," and 38% (133) stated that their income 
provided "everything wanted" (see Table 2).
Satisfaction with resources.
The final set of variables within the human and 
economic capital construct was satisfaction with resources. 
Four survey questions were posed to determine respondents' 
satisfaction with their resources, and the majority of 
respondents expressed satisfaction in each category. When 
asked how satisfied they were with the material things they 
have or use, 92% (316) indicated they were satisfied or 
very satisfied. Eighty percent (261) indicated they were 
satisfied or very satisfied with the family's net worth. 
Eighty-three percent (283) of the respondents indicated 
they were satisfied or very satisfied with their current 
total family income. And finally, over three-fourths (79%) 
of the respondents (270) reported they were satisfied or 
very satisfied with the resources they had available to 
meet a financial emergency. See Appendix H for the 
percentage distribution in each category.
The mean and median responses for each variable are 
presented in Table 3. The mean response for "satisfaction
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Not even the basics 1 —
Basics only 15 4
Some wants 37 11
Most things 167 47
Everything wanted 133 38
Note. Respondents were asked what their income provided (1 
= not even the basics, 2 = basics only, 3 = some wants, 4 = 
most things, 5 = everything wanted).
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Table 3





Satisfaction with material 
things one has or uses 4.24 4.0 0. 68
Satisfaction with family's 
net worth 4.02 4.0 0.80
Satisfaction with current 
total family income 4.00 4.0 0.80
Satisfaction with resources 
available to meet a 
financial emergency 3.97 4.0 0.81
Note. Respondents were asked how satisfied they were with 
each item (1 = very dissatisfied, 2 = dissatisfied, 3 = 
uncertain, 4 = satisfied, 5 = very satisfied).
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with material things one has or uses" was 4.24, and the 
median was 4.0. For "satisfaction with family's net 
worth," the mean was 4.02, and the median was 4.0. For 
"satisfaction with current total family income," both the 
mean and the median response were equal to 4.0. The mean 
was equal to 3.97, and the median was 4.0 for "satisfaction 
with resources available to meet a financial emergency." 
Importance of Location
Close to family members.
The respondents were asked to think back to when they 
were deciding about retirement communities, and indicate 
the importance of location close to family members. Fifty- 
eight percent of the respondents (194) reported location 
close to family members to be an important or very 
important consideration in deciding among retirement 
communities. Over one third (37%) of the respondents (123) 
indicated that location close to family members was either 
unimportant or very unimportant to them. Eighteen 
respondents (5%) were uncertain about the importance of 
selecting a retirement community close to family members 
(see Appendix H). The mean response for this variable was 
3.37, and the median response was 4.0 (see Table 4).
Close to former home.
The final variable in the importance of location 
construct was importance of location close to their former 
home. Almost one half (49%) of the respondents (168)
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close to family members
3.37 4.0 1.42
Importance of location 
close to former home 3.06 3.0 1.35
Note. Respondents were asked how important location was to 
them when they were deciding about retirement communities 
(1 = very unimportant, 2 = unimportant, 3 = uncertain, 4 = 
important, 5 = very important).
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reported that location close to their former home was 
either important or very important. Over 43% (149) 
indicated that location close to former home was 
unimportant or very unimportant to them. An additional 8% 
(28) were uncertain about the importance of location close 
to former home (see Appendix H). The mean response was 
3.06, and the median response was 3.0 (see Table 4).
Throughput Variables 
The throughput variables comprised the three 
constructs, importance of CCRC characteristics, helpfulness 
of information source, and extent of search. Within the 
importance of CCRC characteristics were the two sets of 
variables, (a) care aspects: services and costs, and (b) 
atmosphere: social climate and physical appearance. The 
extent of search construct included activities performed 
and the consideration set. Percentage distributions of 
each response for each variable are summarized in Appendix 
H. Pearson product-moment correlation matrixes also are 
portrayed in Appendix H.
Importance of CCRC Characteristics
Care aspects: Service and costs.
Respondents were asked to think back to when they were 
deciding about retirement communities, and indicate the 
importance to them of each of a number of selected CCRC 
characteristics. Possible responses were 1 = very 
unimportant, 2 = unimportant, 3 = uncertain, 4 = important,
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and 5 = very unimportant. The availability of a nursing 
home was considered an important characteristic of a 
retirement community. Ninety-four percent of the 
respondents (330) reported that they found this aspect 
either important or very important. The mean response was
4.56 (see Table 5). When asked about the importance of the 
type of services available to help them remain independent, 
94% (335) subjects reported that this aspect of a 
retirement community was important or very important. The 
mean response was 4.53 for this variable (see Table 5).
Ninety-four percent of respondents (330) reported that 
the type of medical services available was important or 
very important. The mean response was 4.52 for this 
variable (see Table 5). The availability of staff nearby 
was considered important or very important by 89% of the 
respondents (305). The mean response was 4.38 (see Table 
5). The amount of the monthly maintenance fee was of 
importance to respondents. Ninety-one percent of the 
subjects (317) reported it to be either important or very 
important. Mean response was 4.3 0 (see Table 5).
Respondents considered the availability of care 
continuing after the resident's funds were depleted to be 
an important aspect of a retirement community. Eighty-one 
percent (272) reported this characteristic to be important 
or very important, with a mean response of 4.27 (see Table 
5). Subjects reported that additional fees if nursing home
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Table 5
Descriptive Statistics for Throughput Variables: Importance 
of CCRC Characteristics
Standard
Variable (Care Aspects) Mean Median deviation
Importance of availability of 
nursing home
Importance of type of services 
to help one remain 
independent
Importance of type of medical 
services available
Importance of availability of 
staff nearby
Importance of monthly 
maintenance fee
Importance of continuation of 
care after resident's funds 
are depleted
Importance of additional fees 
if nursing home care needed














Variable (Aspects of Atmosphere) Mean Median
Standard
deviation
Importance of appearance of 
living quarters 4.55 5.0 0.79
Importance of appearance of 
grounds 4.44 5.0 0.85
Importance of quality of food 4 . 37 5.0 0.86
Importance of friendliness of 
staff 4 .36 4 . 5 0.83
Importance of home-like 
atmosphere 4.26 4.0 0.95
Importance of friendliness of 
residents 4.25 4.0 0.89
Importance of effectiveness of 
resident council 3.45 4.0 1.17
Note. Respondents were asked how important each CCRC 
characteristic was to them when they were deciding about 
retirement communities (1 = very unimportant, 2 = 
unimportant, 3 = uncertain, 4 = important, 5 = very 
important).
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care were needed to be an important characteristic when 
they were deciding among retirement communities. Eighty- 
three percent of respondents (278) indicated that this 
aspect was important or very important, with a mean 
response of 4.21 (see Table 5).
Respondents placed importance of the amount of the 
entrance fee, with 87% (304) indicating that it was 
important or very important. Mean response was 4.21 (see 
Table 5). Health requirements for entry was a 
characteristic considered important by many respondents. 
Over three-fourths (77%) of the subjects (259) reported 
this aspect to be important or very important. The mean 
response was 3.87 (see Table 5). For every item related to 
aspects of care, more than three fourths of the respondents 
indicated each item was important or very important.
Atmosphere: Social climate and physical appearance.
Respondents reported the appearance of the living 
quarters to be an important consideration in deciding among 
retirement communities. Ninety-seven percent (347) found 
this characteristic to be either important or very 
important, with 64% (231) stating it was very important.
The mean response was 4.55 (see Table 5). Respondents also 
were concerned with the appearance of the grounds when 
deciding among retirement communities. Nearly 95% (3 35) 
considered appearance of the grounds to be important or 
very important. The mean response was 4.44 (see Table 5).
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Over 52% of respondents reported the quality of the food to 
be a very important aspect of a retirement community, while 
an additional 38% (13 5) indicated that it was important.
The mean response for quality of food was 4.37 (see Table
5) .
Friendliness of the staff was an important aspect of a 
retirement community for most respondents. Ninety-three 
percent (327) reported this characteristic to be either 
important or very important. The mean response was 4.3 6 
(see Table 5). Also important was the home-like atmosphere 
of the retirement community. Eighty-eight percent (314) 
said this was either important or very important to them 
when they were deciding among retirement communities. The 
mean response was 4.26 for importance of home-like 
atmosphere (see Table 5).
Friendliness of the residents was important to 
respondents, for 89% (311) of them indicated it was 
important or very important. The mean response was 4.2 5 
(see Table 5).
The effectiveness of the resident council varied in 
importance among respondents. Although over one half (55%) 
of the respondents (171) found this characteristic to be 
important or very important, an additional 2 0% reported it 
to be unimportant or very unimportant. Twenty-six percent 
(80) were uncertain of its importance. The mean response 
for importance of the effectiveness of the resident council
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was 3.45 (see Table 5). For every item related to aspects 
of atmosphere, more than one half of the subjects found 
each item to be important or very important.
Helpfulness of Information Source
Respondents were asked how helpful each of the listed 
resources were to them when they were deciding about 
retirement communities. Possible response choices were 1 = 
not helpful at all, 2 = not very helpful, 3 = uncertain, 4 
= helpful, and 5 = very helpful. Percentage distributions 
for all responses are presented in Appendix H. Means 
reported for helpfulness of information source items 
reflect responses of only those who used the named sources 
of information.
The majority (83%) of the respondents (172) who 
involved their adult children in their decision about 
joining a CCRC indicated that adult children were either 
helpful or very helpful in the decision making process.
One hundred forty-one respondents reported that adult 
children were not included in their decision process. The 
mean response for helpfulness of adult children was 4.2 0 
(see Table 6). Eighty-nine percent (244) of the 
respondents who consulted friends in a retirement community 
found them to be helpful or very helpful; however, 76 
subjects stated they did not consult friends in a 
retirement community as a resource. The mean response for
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Table 6
Descriptive Statistics for Throughput Variables: 




Adult children 4.20 5.0 1.18
Friends in retirement community 4.20 4.0 .89
Advertisements or brochures 
about particular retirement 
communities 3.88 4.0 1. 03
Medical professional(s) 3.80 4.0 1.19
Other friends or acquaintances 3.70 4.0 1.13
Other family members 3.60 4.0 1.42
Guide book(s) or brochures 
about how to select CCRC 3.57 4.0 1.21
Attorney 3.42 4 . 0 1.54
Financial planner 3.40 4.0 1.59
Certified Public Accountant 3.10 4.0 1.63
Accountant (other than CPA) 2.66 2 . 5 1.69
Note. Respondents were asked how helpful each was when they 
were deciding about retirement communities (1 = not helpful 
at all, 2 = not very helpful, 3 = uncertain, 4 = helpful, 5 
= very helpful). Figures shown reflect responses of only 
those who used the named sources of information.
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helpfulness of friends in a retirement community was 4.2 0 
(see Table 6).
Eighty-one percent of the respondents (205) who 
consulted advertisements or brochures about a particular 
retirement community reported they were either helpful or 
very helpful when they were deciding among retirement 
communities. Ninety-two subjects stated that they did not 
use such materials in their decision-making process. The 
mean response for helpfulness of advertisements and 
brochures about a particular retirement community was 3.88 
(see Table 6).
While 171 of the respondents did not consult with a 
medical professional during their decision making process, 
78% of those consulting such professionals (137) stated 
they were either helpful or very helpful when the decisions 
about retirement communities were being made. The mean 
response for helpfulness of a medical professional was 3.80 
(see Table 6).
Friends (other than those in a retirement community) 
and acquaintances were found to be either helpful or very 
helpful by 72% of the respondents (165) who consulted them 
as resources. One hundred thirteen respondents reported 
not using other friends and acquaintances as a resource.
The mean response for helpfulness of other friends and 
acquaintances was 3.70 see Table 6). Over two thirds (69%) 
of the respondents (112) who consulted family members
99
(other than adult children) found them were helpful or very 
helpful in their CCRC selection process. However, 183 of 
the subjects indicated that other family members were not 
consulted about the decision. The mean response for 
helpfulness of other family members was 3.60 (see Table 6).
Guide books or brochures about how to select a 
retirement community were found to be helpful or very 
helpful by 68% of the respondents (95) who used them as a 
resource; however, 2 01 subjects did not use such guide 
books or brochures. The mean response for helpfulness of 
guide books or brochures about how to select a retirement 
community was 3.57 (see Table 6).
Two hundred seventeen respondents did not consult an 
attorney when deciding about retirement communities. 
Sixty-six percent (79) of those using and attorney found 
them to be either helpful or very helpful. The mean 
response for helpfulness of an attorney was 3.42 (see Table
6). Although 61% (61) of those using a financial planner 
when deciding about retirement communities found them to be 
helpful or very helpful, 235 subjects reported not having 
consulted a financial planner about their decision. The 
mean response for helpfulness of a financial planner was 
3.40 (see Table 6).
Two hundred thirty-six respondents reported not having 
used a Certified Public Accountant (CPA) during their 
decision process. Of those using the services of a CPA,
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52% (52) indicated that the CPA was either helpful or very 
helpful. The mean response for helpfulness of a CPA was 
3.10 (see Table 6). Two hundred sixty-nine subjects 
reported not having used an accountant (other than CPA) to 
help with decision making related to CCRCs. Of those who 
did consult an accountant, 12% (7) found them helpful, and 
14% (24) found them to be very helpful. The mean response 
for helpfulness of an accountant other than a CPA was 2.66 
(see Table 6).
Extent of Search
Respondents were asked about the activities they had 
performed during their search and selection process for a 
CCRC. Response possibilities were dichotomous, and 
consisted of the choices "yes" or "no." In addition, 
respondents were asked how many retirement communities, 
including the one selected, were considered during the 
selection process.
Activities Performed.
Approximately 91% of the subjects (324) indicated that 
they had determined which services were provided in the 
contract before making a decision among retirement 
communities. Approximately 89% (321) of the respondents 
indicated they had toured the retirement community they 
chose before deciding to live there, and 83% (292) 
indicated that they had begun obtaining information about
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retirement communities while their health was still good 
(see Table 7).
Eighty-two percent of the subjects (291) had 
thoroughly investigated the retirement community prior to 
moving there. Respondents were asked whether they started 
an active search for a retirement community at least six 
months before they planned to move into it. Eighty percent 
(284) indicated that they had conducted such a preliminary 
search. When asked if they had checked with someone 
knowledgeable about financial matters to be sure the 
retirement community chosen was financially stable, 64% of 
the respondents (230) indicated that they had done so. 
Similarly, about 64% reported they had checked into the 
reputation of the management personnel of the chosen 
community (see Table 7).
Forty-four percent of the respondents (154) reported 
they had asked someone knowledgeable about financial 
matters to look over the paper work before they signed the 
contract. Over one third (37%) of the respondents (124) 
found out who the members of the board of directors were 
before joining the retirement community (see Table 7).
Consideration Set.
Subjects were asked to indicate the number of 
retirement communities considered, including the one 
selected, when they were deciding among homes. The number 




Activity performed n % n %
Determined which services 
were provided in contract 324 91 33 9
Toured facility before 
making decision to live 
there 321 89 40 11
Began information search 
while health of self and 
spouse (if applicable) 
still good 292 83 59 17
Thoroughly investigated 
the retirement community 
before deciding to live 
there 291 82 62 18
Started active search for 
retirement community at 
least 6 months prior to 
date planned for residency 284 80 70 20
Checked with knowledgeable 
person about financial - 
stability of the retirement 
community 230 64 127 36
Checked reputation of 
management personnel 224 64 127 36
Had knowledgeable person 
review paperwork 154 44 197 56
Found out who served on the
board of directors 124 37 217 64
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median of 3.0 (see Table 8). Over one fourth (26%) of the 
sample (95) indicated they had considered only the one 
selected, while 14% (50) had considered only one other.
Over one fourth (27%) of the respondents (97) considered 
three retirement communities before choosing one, and 11% 
(40) had considered four communities. Approximately 11% 
(38) reported having considered five different retirement 
communities. Smaller percentages of respondents reported 
larger numbers of communities in their consideration sets 
(see Appendix H).
Output Variables 
The output variable, satisfaction, comprised two 
constructs, overall satisfaction and satisfaction with CCRC 
characteristics. Percentage distributions of each response 
for each variable are summarized in Appendix H. Pearson 
product-moment correlation matrixes also are portrayed in 
Appendix H.
Overall Satisfaction
Seventy-one percent of the subjects (225) reported 
that they were very satisfied with the CCRC they selected. 
An additional 26% (81) indicated they were satisfied. The 
remaining 3% were either uncertain (9), dissatisfied (2), 
or very dissatisfied (1). The mean response for overall 
satisfaction with the chosen CCRC was 4.66 (see Table 9).
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Table 8





Number of CCRCs considered 3.32 3.0 3.52
Table 9




Overall satisfaction 4.66 5.0 0.60
Satisfaction with appearance 
of living quarters 4.70 5.0 0.57
Satisfaction with appearance 
of grounds 4.67 5.0 0.54
Satisfaction with friendliness 
of staff 4.64 5.0 0.58
Satisfaction with type of 
services to help one 
remain independent 4.59 5.0 0.63
Satisfaction with availability 
of nursing home 4.58 5.0 0.63
Satisfaction with friendliness 
of residents 4.57 5.0 0. 63
Satisfaction with type of
medical services available 4.47 5.0 0.68
Satisfaction with home-like 
atmosphere 4.45 5.0 0.67
Satisfaction with quality 
of food 4.43 5.0 0.73
Satisfaction with availability 
of staff nearby 4.42 5.0 0.68
Satisfaction with continuation 
of care after resident's 






Satisfaction with health 
requirements for entry 4.25 4.0 0.80
Satisfaction with entrance fee 4.16 4.0 0.77
Satisfaction with monthly 
maintenance fee 4.14 4.0 0.78
Satisfaction with additional 
fees if nursing home care 
needed 4.01 4.0 0.87
Satisfaction with effectiveness 
of resident council 3.93 4.0 0.86
Note. Respondents were asked how satisfied they were with 
each characteristic of the CCRC they selected (1 = very 
dissatisfied, 2 = dissatisfied, 3 = uncertain, 4 = 
satisfied, 5 = very satisfied).
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Satisfaction with CCRC Characteristics
Nearly all residents were either satisfied or very 
satisfied with the appearance of their living quarters. 
Seventy-three percent (265) reported they were very 
satisfied, while 25% (91) indicated they were satisfied. 
Mean response for satisfaction with appearance of living 
quarters was 4.70 (see Table 9). The majority of 
respondents expressed satisfaction with the appearance of 
the grounds as well. Over 69% (249) stated they were very 
satisfied, and an additional 29% (105) indicated they were 
satisfied. Mean response for satisfaction with appearance 
of grounds was 4.67 (see Table 9).
The majority of subjects expressed satisfaction with 
friendliness of the staff. Sixty-eight percent (240) of 
the subjects reported they were very satisfied and 3 0%
(108) indicated they were satisfied with the staff's 
friendliness. The mean response for this variable was 4.64 
(see Table 9).
The majority of respondents indicated satisfaction 
with the type of services available to help them remain 
independent, with 65% (230) reporting they were very 
satisfied, and 31% (111) stating they were satisfied. Mean 
response was 4.59 (see Table 9).
Respondents indicated satisfaction with the 
availability of a nursing home. Thirty percent (105) were 
satisfied, while 64% (227) reported they were very
108
satisfied. While 6% (20) reported uncertainty about their 
satisfaction with the availability of a nursing home, only 
one resident reported dissatisfaction (very dissatisfied). 
The mean response for this aspect of the chosen CCRC was 
4.58.
Frequencies for satisfaction with friendliness of 
other residents were similar to those for satisfaction with 
friendliness of the staff. Sixty-three percent (226) 
indicated they were very satisfied, while an additional 33% 
(120) reported they were satisfied. The mean response for 
satisfaction with friendliness of residents was 4.57 (see 
Table 9).
Nearly 57% (198) of the respondents reported they were 
very satisfied with the type of medical services available, 
and an additional 34% (120) indicated they were satisfied. 
The mean response for satisfaction with type of medical 
services available was 4.47 (see Table 9).
The majority of the subjects reported satisfaction 
with the home-like atmosphere of the CCRC. Fifty-four 
percent (190) reported that they were very satisfied, and 
39% (138) reported they were satisfied. Mean response for 
satisfaction with home-like atmosphere of the CCRC was 4.45 
(see Table 9). Most respondents were satisfied with the 
quality of the food at the CCRC they chose. Over one half 
(54%) of the respondents (192) reported they were very 
satisfied, while an additional 36% (129) stated they were
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satisfied. The mean response for satisfaction with quality 
of food was 4.43 (see Table 9).
Over one half (51%) of the subjects (175) reported 
they were very satisfied with the availability of staff 
nearby, while 41% (14 0) stated they were satisfied with 
this aspect of the CCRC they had chosen. Mean response for 
satisfaction with availability of staff was 4.42. Most of 
the subjects were satisfied with the aspect of continuation 
of care after a resident's funds were depleted. Fifty-five 
percent (180) respondents indicated they were very 
satisfied, and an additional 29% (93) reported they were 
satisfied. Thirteen percent (42) stated they were 
uncertain about their level of satisfaction (see Table 9). 
Forty percent (13 9) subjects reported they were very 
satisfied with the health requirements for entry into the 
CCRC they had chosen, while 49% (170) stated they were 
satisfied. The mean response for this variable was 4.25 
(see Table 9).
The majority of the respondents expressed satisfaction 
with the entrance fee of the CCRC they chose. Thirty-two 
percent (112) reported they were very satisfied, and an 
additional 56% (195) were satisfied. The mean response for 
satisfaction with entrance fee was 4.16 (see Table 9). 
Frequencies for levels of satisfaction with the monthly 
maintenance fee were very similar to those for satisfaction 
with the entrance fee. Thirty-two percent (112) indicated
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they were very satisfied, while 56% (196) subjects reported 
they were satisfied. The mean response for satisfaction 
with monthly maintenance fee was 4.14 (see Table 9).
Satisfaction with additional fees if nursing home care 
was needed varied among residents. While 3 3% (106) 
subjects reported they were very satisfied and 39% (126) 
were satisfied, nearly one fourth (24%) of the respondents 
(78) were uncertain. The mean response for satisfaction 
with such fees was 4.01 (see Table 9).
Satisfaction with the effectiveness of the resident 
council was reported as follows. Twenty-seven percent (86) 
of the subjects stated they were very satisfied, while 44% 
(142) were satisfied. One fourth (25%) of the respondents 
(80) reported uncertainty about their satisfaction with the 
resident council's effectiveness. The mean response for 
satisfaction with effectiveness of the resident council was 
3.93 (see Table 9).
Testing of the Model
A multistage method of analysis was conducted to 
define the proposed exogenous and endogenous variables at 
an individual level, and to test for relationships among 
such factors as they contributed to satisfaction with the 
chosen CCRC and its characteristics. The testing of the 
proposed model was executed in several phases, and the 
results are presented accordingly under the following
Ill
headings of (a) construct definition, and (b) multiple 
regression analysis.
Construct Definition 
To determine if the hypothesized variables of the 
proposed model were multidimensional constructs, factor 
analysis was performed for each of selected groups of 
variables. The factor analysis was employed not only to 
provide insight among variables, but also to ensure that 
when covariation (or lack of uniqueness) among variables 
was found, factor scores could then be generated to 
represent the values obtained on the composite measures.
The resulting scores, rather than individual variables, 
could then be used in a principal components regression 
model to represent the concepts.
In cases where factors were found to be correlated 
greater than .3, the oblique solution (promax rotation) was 
used. When the overlap in variance among factors was less 
than 10% (correlation was less than .3), the orthogonal 
solution (varimax rotation) was selected for its simplicity 
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 1983). The results of the factor 
analyses follow.
Factor Analysis for Importance of CCRC Characteristics
In the proposed model, the variables included in the 
importance of CCRC characteristics construct were grouped 
according to the results of Pearson correlations performed 
on the pilot study data. For the proposed model, the
112
variables clustered into two distinct and logically related 
groups: (a) care aspects: services and costs, and (b)
atmosphere: social climate and physical appearance. 
Confirmatory factor analysis with promax rotation was 
performed using the data from the current study. The 
analysis confirmed the original grouping of the items into 
the same two distinct factors assessing different 
dimensions of the construct. One exception was the 
variable, ICARECO, which represented the concept of the 
importance of the continuation of care after the resident's 
funds were depleted. The item was omitted because it did 
not fit well on either factor, so it was not used in the 
final factor loading pattern.
Factor 1, care aspects, explained 51% of the variance, 
while factor 2, aspects of atmosphere, explained 10% of the 
variance. Factor scores were generated for use in the 
regression modeling (see Table 10).
Factor Analysis for Helpfulness of Information Source
In the factor analysis with varimax rotation performed 
on the items measuring the helpfulness of information 
source construct, three dimensions were revealed.
The first factor, professionals, contained four items, 
all of which represented the helpfulness of professional 
consultants. This factor represented 25% of the variance. 
The second factor, friends and printed materials, was 
characterized by the helpfulness of advice from friends,
113
Table 10
Factor Loadings for Importance of CCRC Characteristics
Factor Factor loading
Factor 1. Care aspects: Services and costs
Importance of type of medical services
available .926
Importance of availability of nursing home .876
Importance of additional fees if nursing home
care needed .763
Importance of entrance fee .684
Importance of types of services available
to help one remain independent .652
Importance of availability of staff nearby .623
Importance of monthly maintenance fees .605
Importance of health requirements for entry .432
Eigenvalue 7.61
Proportion of variance explained .51
(table continues)
Factor Factor loading
Factor 2. Atmosphere: Social climate and Physical 
Appearance
Importance of friendliness of staff .904
Importance of home-like atmosphere .851
Importance of appearance of grounds .827
Importance of friendliness of residents .668
Importance of quality of food .727
Importance of effectiveness of resident council .673
Importance of appearance of living quarters .590
Eigenvalue 1.56
Proportion of variance explained .10
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acquaintances, and printed materials. It explained 15% of 
the variance. Family members made up the third factor, 
characterized by the helpfulness of adult children and 
other family members. The third factor explained 11% of 
the variance (see Table 11). Factor scores were generated 
for use in the regression modeling.
Factor Analysis for Extent of Search
In the factor analysis with varimax rotation of the 
items representing the activities performed within the 
extent of search construct, two distinct factors evolved. 
The first factor was a clustering of four general search 
strategies, which represented long-range planning for 
retirement community selection. The first factor explained 
3 6% of the variance. The second factor also contained four 
search strategies, but these items were related to a search 
for more specific information about particular retirement 
communities. It explained 18% of the variance. One item, 
SERVICE, which represented the activity related to 
determining the services offered in the contract, did not 
fit well on either factor and was omitted from the final 
factor loading pattern (see Table 12). Factor scores were 
generated for use in the regression modeling.
Factor Analysis for Satisfaction with CCRC Characteristics 
Factor analysis with promax rotation was performed on 
the items making up the satisfaction with CCRC
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Table 11
Factor Loadings for Helpfulness of Information Source
Factor Factor loading
Factor 1. Professionals
Certified Public Accountant .773
Financial planner .763
Accountant (other than CPA) .723
Medical professional(s) .428
Eigenvalue 2.78
Proportion of variance explained .25
Factor 2. Friends and printed materials
Other friends or acquaintances .712
Friends in a retirement community .648
Advertisements or brochures about particular 
retirement communities .647
Guide book(s) or brochures about how to select 
a retirement community .593
Eigenvalue 1.62




Factor 3. Family members
Other family members .778
Adult children .718
Eigenvalue 1.21
Proportion of variance explained .11
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Table 12
Factor Loadinas for Activities Performed
Factor Factor loading
Factor 1. General search strategies
Began information search while health of
self and spouse was still good .802
Started active search at least 6 months prior
to date planned for residency .787
Toured facility before making decision .728
Thoroughly investigated the retirement
community before deciding to live there .541
Eigenvalue 2.90
Proportion of variance explained .36
Factor 2. Search for specific information 
Checked with knowledgeable person about
financial stability of the CCRC .789
Checked reputation of management personnel .710
Had person knowledgeable about financial matters
review paperwork before joining .649
Determined who members of board of directors
were before joining .618
Eigenvalue 1.43
Proportion of variance explained .18
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characteristics within the satisfaction construct. The 
items clustered in approximately the same way they did in 
the factor analysis of items making up the importance of 
CCRC characteristics. Since each item in the latter group 
had a corresponding item in the group comprising the 
satisfaction variables, the item omitted from the original 
group (ICARECO) was also eliminated from the group of 
satisfaction variables (SCARECO). That is, the item 
related to the continuation of care after the depletion of 
the resident's funds was eliminated from the final factor 
loading pattern of each group.
As in the factor analysis of the importance of CCRC 
characteristics, two distinct factors emerged for the 
satisfaction items (see Table 13). The first factor, 
satisfaction with care aspects, explained 47% of the 
variance. The second factor, satisfaction with aspects of 
atmosphere, explained 11% of the variance. Within the two 
factors, effectiveness of the resident council loaded on 
the care aspects factor for the satisfaction items, and 
availability of the nursing home loaded on the atmosphere 
factor. These items had loaded in the opposite way for the 
importance of CCRC characteristics items. Factor scores 
were generated for use in the regression modeling.
Multiple Regression Analysis
Multiple linear regression was used to study the 
dimensionality of factors affecting overall satisfaction 
with CCRCs and their characteristics. Building of the
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Table 13
Factor Loadings for Satisfaction with CCRC Characteristics
Factor Factor loading
Factor 1. Care aspects: Services & costs
Satisfaction with entrance fee .874
Satisfaction with monthly maintenance fees .845
Satisfaction with additional fees if nursing
home care needed .744
Satisfaction with health requirements for entry .710
Satisfaction with availability of staff nearby .642
Satisfaction with effectiveness of resident
council .578
Satisfaction with type of medical services
available .574
Satisfaction with type of services available
to help one remain independent .441
Eigenvalue 7.03




Factor 2. Atmosphere: Social climate and physical 
appearance
Satisfaction with friendliness of staff .895
Satisfaction with appearance of grounds .828
Satisfaction with appearance of living quarters .810
Satisfaction with friendliness of residents .793
Satisfaction with home-like atmosphere .671
Satisfaction with quality of food .660
Satisfaction with availability of nursing home .485
Eigenvalue 1.59
Proportion of variance explained .11
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regression model consisted of a series of analyses which 
served as the guide as to which variables to keep in the 
model. The overall goal was to explain more of the 
variability in the dependent variable component, 
satisfaction, using the smallest number of variables. That 
is, the simplest model to adequately describe the data was 
sought.
In an initial series of model testing, analyses were 
conducted for those respondents who had responses for every 
item used in the model. This process omitted many of the 
respondents from the study, and reduced the sample size to 
142. Therefore, in an effort to utilize all data from all 
respondents, a second series of regression analyses with 
pairwise deletion was selected as the procedure for 
handling missing data. With a fairly large data set and 
fairly complete data, use of a missing data correlation 
matrix provided an appropriate multivariate solution and 
had the advantage of using all the data available 
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 1983). Thus, correlation matrices 
using all available information from all subjects were 
generated for use in a second set of multiple linear 
regression analyses. In the second series of model 
testing, all of the subjects who had responses for each of 
the dependent variables were used in all analyses for 
testing all parts of the model. Thus, the overall sample
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of 374 respondents who had returned usable questionnaires 
was reduced to 257 subjects for this set of analyses.
Both sets of analyses gave essentially the same 
results. The results reported are those representing the 
second analysis, (n = 257), thus making use of all 
available data from all subjects who had responses for each 
of the dependent variables.
Testing of the Model Using Composite Sets of Variables
As discussed in Chapter I, the following nomenclature 
will be used in reference to the model: composite sets 
refer to those groups of "boxes” comprising the entire 
segment of each of the input, throughput, and output 
portions of the model; a component refers to an individual 
group of variables that makes up a "box" in the model; and, 
an individual variable refers to any one variable contained 
within a "box." Refer to Figure 11 for a depiction of the 
final model.
Multivariate multiple regression was used to test the 
full model, including the composite sets of input (human 
and economic capital, and importance of location) and 
throughput (importance of CCRC characteristics, helpfulness 
of information source, and extent of search) used as 
independent variables, and the component set of output 
variables (satisfaction, satisfaction with care aspects, 
and satisfaction with atmosphere) representing the 
dependent variables (see Figure 11). This analysis was
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performed to determine if there was a linear combination of 
the dependent variables related to the independent 
variables in the model. Multivariate multiple regression 
involves the testing of multiple dependent variables 
simultaneously, and is analogous to multiple analysis of 
variance (MANOVA) in which independent variables are groups 
or treatments. The difference here is that independent 
variables are continuous.
Multivariate multiple regression analysis was used to 
test the model with the inclusion of the composite sets of 
both the throughput variables and the input variables.
This model was compared to a model using only the input 
composite as independent variables to test whether 
throughput was needed in addition to input in the 
prediction of satisfaction (output). The model was then 
tested using only the composite set of throughput variables 
as independent variables to determine whether input was 
needed in addition to throughput in the prediction of 
satisfaction (see Figure 11).
To test the research hypothesis that throughput would 
be predicted by input, the model was run without the 
composite set of output variables. That is, the composite 
set of input variables served as the independent variables, 
and the composite set of throughput variables served as the 
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Testing of the Model Using Component Variables and 
Individual Variables
Following the multivariate multiple regression 
involving composite sets of input, throughput, and output 
variables, multivariate tests were performed to examine 
each component of the composite sets. These analyses were 
conducted to determine which of the individual components 
were most strongly related to the independent variables. 
Following each multivariate test, analyses were conducted 
to determine which of the independent variable components 
should be retained in the model. Univariate tests were 
then performed with each separate dependent variable to 
assist in interpretation of the multivariate tests.
Results of each of the multivariate tests and each of the 
univariate tests follow.
Results Regarding Hypotheses.
In those instances where multiple constructs comprised 
the proposed independent variables in the model, support 
for hypotheses was indicated if significance was found 
between any of the different constructs and the other 
components in the structural model. Multivariate multiple 
regression analysis resulted in support for each of the 
four hypotheses. Univariate tests were then conducted for 
each dependent variable to aid in the interpretation of the 
multivariate tests. Multivariate and univariate regression 
results are reported below and are shown in Tables 14-25.
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Hypothesis Related to Inout-to-Throuahput Variables.
It was hypothesized that the managerial process used 
by consumers selecting a CCRC could be predicted by 
resources (human and economic capital) and demands 
(importance of location). A multivariate test was 
conducted and a relationship was found between the 
composite set of throughput variables and the input 
component measuring human and economic capital, F(56, 1298) 
= 1.60, p = .004. A second multivariate test was 
performed, and significance was found between the composite 
set of throughput variables and the input component 
measuring importance of location, F(16, 480) = 3.75, p < 
.001. Therefore, the hypothesis that the managerial 
process used by consumers selecting a CCRC would be 
predicted by resources (human and economic capital) and 
demands (importance of location) was supported.
Multivariate tests were conducted between each of the 
throughput components and each of the input components. A 
relationship was found between the throughput component 
measuring the importance of CCRC characteristics and the 
input component measuring importance of location, F(4, 492) 
= 3.89, p = .004. A relationship was detected between the 
throughput component measuring helpfulness of information 
source and the input component measuring human and economic 
capital, F(21, 704) = 1.96, p = .006. A relationship also 
was found between the throughput component measuring
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helpfulness of information source and the input component 
measuring importance of location, F(6, 490) = 6.23,
E < .001.
Multivariate tests were conducted between the 
throughput component measuring extent of search and each of 
the two input components, human and economic capital and 
importance of location. A relationship was found between 
the throughput component measuring extent of search and the 
input component measuring importance of location, F(6, 49 0) 
= 2.24, E = •038•
Univariate tests were used to detect relationships 
between specific throughput variables and the composite set 
of input variables. A relationship was found between the 
throughput variable that measured importance of care 
aspects and the composite set of input variables, t(247) = 
2.27, p = .019 (see Table 14). Specifically, a positive 
relationship was found between the throughput variable, 
importance of care aspects, and the input variable, 
perceived income adequacy, t(247) = 2.08, p = .039 (see 
Table 14). A positive relationship was detected between 
the throughput variable, importance of care aspects, and 
the input variable measuring importance of location near 
family members t(247) = 2.31, e = .022 (see Table 14).
A univariate test was conducted and a relationship was 
found between the throughput variable measuring importance 
of atmosphere and the composite set of input variables,
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Table 14
Regression of Throughout Component : Importance of Care
Aspects on the Composite Set of Input Variables
Variable b B-weights t (1,124)
Human and Economic Capital
Income -0.024 -0.186 -2.859*
Education 0.043 -0.176 -3.028*
Perceived income adequacy 0. 074 0. 060 0.792
Satisfaction with current 
total family income 0.107 0. 086 0.821
Satisfaction with material 
things -0.205 -0.139 -1.596
Satisfaction with resources 
to meet financial emergency -0.094 -0.077 -0.687
Satisfaction with net worth 0.060 0.048 0.448
Importance of location
Close to family members 0.232 0.331 5.671**
Close to former home 0. 009 0. 012 0.199
Constant = 0.408 
R =0.22 0, Adj R =.191 
F(l, 247) = 7.73 
p < .001
*2 < .01. **p < .001
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t (247) = 3.00, g = .002 (see Table 15). Specifically, a 
negative relationship was found between the throughput 
variable, importance of atmosphere, and the input variable 
measuring total family income, t(247) = -2.17, p = .031 
(see Table 15). A positive relationship was found between 
the throughput variable, importance of atmosphere, and the 
input variable measuring importance of location near family 
members, t(247) = 2.30, p = .022 (see Table 15). An 
additional positive relationship was found between the 
throughput variable, importance of atmosphere, and the 
input variable measuring importance of location close to 
former home, t(247) = 2.50, p = .013 (see Table 15).
A univariate test was performed and a relationship was 
found between the throughput variable measuring helpfulness 
of family members as a source of information and the 
composite set of input variables, t(247) = 7.73, p < .001 
(see Table 16). Specifically, a negative relationship was 
found between the throughput variable, helpfulness of 
family members as a source of information, and the input 
variable■measuring total family income, t(247) = -2.86, p = 
.005 (see Table 16). A negative relationship also was 
found between the throughput variable, helpfulness of 
family members as a source of information, and the input 
variable measuring education, t(247) = -3.03, p = .003 (see 
Table 16). A positive relationship was detected between 
the throughput variable, helpfulness of family members as a
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Table 15
Recrression of Throughput Variable: Importance of Atmosphere
on the Composite Set of Input Variables
Variable b B-weights t(l,124)
Human and Economic Capital
Income -0.051 -0.152 -2.173*
Education -0.001 -0.001 -0.016
Perceived income adequacy 0.138 0.111 1.373
Satisfaction with current 
total family income -0.059 -0.048 -0.425
Satisfaction with material 
things 0.094 0.064 0.680
Satisfaction with resources 
to meet financial emergency 0.178 0.144 1.203
Satisfaction with net worth -0.032 -0.026 -0.225
Importance of location
Close to family members 0.102 0.145 2.303*
Close to former home 0.115 0.156 2.503*
Constant = -1.73 
R =.098, Adj R =.066 





Recrression of the Throucrhput Component: Helpfulness of
Family Members as a Source of Information on the Composite
Set of Input Variables
Variable b B-weights t (1,124)
Human and Economic Capital
Income -0.062 -0.071 -0.999
Education -0.092 0. 082 1. 306
Perceived income adequacy 0.211 0.170 2.076*
Satisfaction with current 
total family income -0.172 -0.138 -1.218
Satisfaction with material 
things 0.219 0.149 1.572
Satisfaction with resources 
to meet financial emergency 0.118 0.096 0.43
Satisfaction with net worth -0.069 -0.055 -0.477
Importance of location
Close to family members 0.103 0.147 2 .312*
Close to former home 0.050 0.068 1.080
Constant = -1.98 
R =.076, Adj R =.043 




source of information and the input variable measuring 
importance of location close to family members, t(247) = 
5.67, p < .001 (see Table 16).
Tests were then conducted to determine if both of the 
input components, human and economic capital and importance 
of location, should be retained in the model to predict 
individual throughput variables. A relationship was found 
between the throughput variable, helpfulness of family 
members as a source of information, and the input 
component, human and economic capital, F(7, 247) = 4.02, p 
< .001. Therefore, human and economic capital was needed 
in the prediction of this throughput variable.
There were relationships between several separate 
throughput variables and the input component, importance of 
location. The throughput variable, importance of care 
aspects, was related to the input component, importance of 
location, F(2, 247) = 3.86, p = -022. Importance of 
atmosphere was related to the importance of location 
component, F(2, 247) = 7.13, p = .001. The helpfulness of 
family as a source of information was related to the 
importance of location component, F(2, 247) = 16.91, p < 
.001. The size of the consideration set was related to the 
importance of location component, F(2, 247) = 3.18, p = 
.043. Thus, the input component, importance of location 
was needed in the model to predict each of the 
aforementioned throughput variables.
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Hypothesis Related to Input-to-Output Variables.
It was hypothesized that knowing the resources (human 
and economic capital) and demands (importance of location) 
of consumers selecting a CCRC would help to predict their 
satisfaction with the chosen CCRC and its characteristics.
A multivariate test was conducted and a relationship was 
found between the composite set of output variables and the 
input component measuring human and economic capital, F(21, 
681) = 2.44, p < .001. Thus, the hypothesis that knowing 
the resources and demands of consumers selecting a CCRC 
would help to predict their satisfaction with the chosen 
CCRC and its characteristics was supported.
Univariate tests were conducted to help interpret the 
results of the multivariate test. There was a relationship 
between the output variable that measured overall 
satisfaction and the composite set of input variables, 
t (247) = 2.89, p = .003 (see Table 17). Specifically, 
there was a positive relationship between the output 
variable, overall satisfaction, and the input variable 
measuring satisfaction with current total family income, 
t(247) = 2.09, p = .038 (see Table 17). A negative 
relationship was found between the output variable, overall 
satisfaction, and the input variable measuring satisfaction 
with resources available to meet a financial emergency, 
t(247) = -2.32, p = .021 (see Table 17). There was a
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Table 17
Regression of the Output Component : Overall Satisfaction on
the Composite Set of Input Variables
Variable b B-weights t (1,124)
Human and Economic Capital
Income 0. 014 0. 067 0.966
Education 0. 005 0.016 0.254
Perceived income adequacy -0.032 -0.044 -0.539
Satisfaction with current 
total family income 0.178 0.240 2.123*
Satisfaction with material 
things 0.027 0.031 0.330
Satisfaction with resources 
to meet financial emergency -0.218 -0.296 -2.460*
Satisfaction with net worth 0.178 0.237 2 . 068
Constant = 4.01 
R =.079, Adj R =.053 





Regression of the Output Variable: Satisfaction with Care 
Aspects Composite Set of Input Variables
Variable b B-weights t (1,247)
Human and Economic Capital
Income 0.023 0. 069 0.969
Education 0. 010 0. 020 0. 314
Perceived income adequacy 0. 077 0. 062 0.761
Satisfaction with current 
total family income 0.058 0.046 0.408
Satisfaction with material 
things 0. 350 0.239 2.515
Satisfaction with resources 
to meet financial emergency -0.159 -0.129 -1.068
Satisfaction with net worth 0. 023 0.018 0.159
jortance of location
Close to family members 0.004 0. 006 0.095
Close to former home 0. 053 0.072 1.136
Constant = -1.87 
R =.081, Adj R =.047 




positive relationship between the output variable, overall 
satisfaction, and the input variable measuring the 
importance of location close to former home t(247) = 2.096, 
P = .037 (see Table 17).
Univariate tests were used to detect relationships 
between the output variable measuring satisfaction with 
care aspects and each of the two input components. There 
was a relationship between the output variable, 
satisfaction with care aspects, and the input component 
measuring human and economic capital, t(247) = 2.40, p = 
.013 (see Table 18). Specifically, there was a positive 
relationship between the output variable, satisfaction with 
care aspects, and the input variable measuring satisfaction 
with the material things one has and uses, t(247) = 2.52, 
p = .013 (see Table 18).
Univariate tests were conducted and a relationship was 
found between the output variable measuring satisfaction 
with atmosphere and each the two input components, t(247) = 
2.79, p = .004 (see Table 19). Specifically, there was a 
negative relationship between the output variable, 
satisfaction with atmosphere, and the input variable 
measuring total family income, t(247) = -2.60, p = .01 (see 
Table 19).
2It was noted that the R values for the regression of 
each of the three satisfaction variables on the composite 
set of input variables were low, ranging from .079 to .092
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Table 19
Rearession of the Output Variable: Satisfaction with
Atmosphere on the Composite Set of Incut Variables
Variable b B-weights t (1,247)
Human and Economic Capital
Income -0.062 -0.183 -2.603*
Education -0.028 -0.053 -0.849
Perceived income adequacy 0. 051 0.041 0.504
Satisfaction with current 
total family income 0.135 0.109 0.965
Satisfaction with material 
things 0.074 0.050 0.536
Satisfaction with resources 
to meet financial emergency -0.010 -0.008 -0.065
Satisfaction with net worth 0.201 0.161 1.394
Importance of location
Close to family members -0.005 -0.007 -0.110
Close to former home 0.024 0.033 0.526
Constant = -1.38 
R =.092, Adj R = .059 




(see Tables 17, 18, and 19). This was an indication that 
these were not good-fitting models.
Tests then were conducted to determine if both of the 
input components, human and economic capital and importance 
of location, should be retained in the model to predict 
individual output variables. A relationship was found 
between the output variable, overall satisfaction, and the 
input component, human and economic capital, F(7, 247) = 
2.58, p = .014. Therefore, human and economic capital was 
needed in the prediction of overall satisfaction.
Importance of location was not found to be useful in the 
prediction of overall satisfaction.
There was a relationship between the output variable, 
satisfaction with care aspects, and the input component,, 
human and economic capital, F(7, 247) = 2.74, p = .009. 
There was no relationship between satisfaction with care 
aspects and the input component, importance of location. 
Therefore, within the input composite set, only the human 
and economic capital component was useful in predicting 
satisfaction with care aspects.
A relationship was found between the output variable, 
satisfaction with atmosphere, and the input component, 
human and economic capital, F(7, 247) = 3.50, p = .001. No 
relationship was found between satisfaction with atmosphere 
and the input component, importance of location. Thus, the 
human and economic capital component was useful in
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predicting satisfaction with atmosphere, but the importance 
of location component was not useful as a predictor.
Hypothesis Related to Throughout-to-Output Variables.
It was hypothesized that knowing the throughput 
variables (the managerial process used to search for and 
select a CCRC) would help to predict satisfaction with the 
chosen CCRC and its characteristics. A multivariate test 
was performed, and a relationship was found between the 
composite set of output variables and the composite set of 
throughput variables, F(24, 688) = 2.61, p < .001. 
Therefore, the hypothesis that knowing the managerial 
process used to search for and select a CCRC would help to 
predict satisfaction with the chosen CCRC and its 
characteristics was supported.
Univariate tests were conducted and a relationship was 
found between the output variable measuring overall 
satisfaction and the composite set of throughput variables, 
t (248) = 3.85, p < .001 (see Table 20). Specifically, 
there was a positive relationship between the output 
variable, overall satisfaction, and the throughput variable 
measuring general search strategies, t(248) = 2.16,
E < .032 (see Table 20). A positive relationship also was 
found between the output variable, overall satisfaction, 
and the throughput variable measuring specific search 
strategies, t(248) = 2.57, p = .011 (see Table 20).
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Table 20
Recrression of the Outout Variable: Overall Satisfaction on
the Comoosite Set of Throuahout Variables
Variable b B-weights t(1,248)
Importance of CCRC Characteristics
Care aspects 0.057 0.095 1.232
Atmosphere 0.017 0.028 0.355
Helpfulness of Information Source
Professionals -0.027 -0.045 -0.692
Friends and printed materials 0.000 0.001 0.011
Family members 0.001 0.001 0.023
Extent of Search
General Search Strategies 0.089 0.149 2.155*
Specific Search Strategies 0.108 0.180 2.569*
Consideration set 0.007 0.042 0.658
Constant = 4.63 
R =.111, Adj R =.082 




A univariate test was performed and a relationship was 
found between the output variable measuring satisfaction 
with care and the composite set of throughput variables, 
t (248) = 3.68, p < .001 (see Table 21). Specifically, a 
positive relationship was found between the output 
variable, satisfaction with care, and the throughput 
variable measuring importance of atmosphere, t(248) = 3.05, 
p = .003 (see Table 21).
A univariate test was used to detect relationships 
between the output variable measuring satisfaction with 
atmosphere and the composite set of throughput variables, 
t(248) = 5.50, p < .001 (see Table 22). Specifically, 
there was a positive relationship between the output 
variable, satisfaction with atmosphere, and the throughput 
variable measuring importance of care aspects, t(248) = 
1.98, e = -049 (see Table 22). A negative relationship was 
found between the output variable, satisfaction with 
atmosphere, and the throughput variable measuring specific
search strategies, t(248) = 2.81, e = *005 (see Table 22).
2It was noted that the R values for the regression of 
each of the three satisfaction variables on the composite 
set of throughput variables were low, ranging from .106 to 
.151 (see Tables 20, 21, and 22). This was an indication 
that these were not good-fitting models.
Tests were conducted to determine which of the 
throughput components were necessary in the prediction of
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Table 21
Regression of the Output Variable: Satisfaction with Care
on the Composite Set of Throughput Variables
Variable b B-weights t (1,248)
Importance of CCRC Characteristics
Care aspects 0 . 011 0 . 011 0.145
Atmosphere 0.239 0.239 3.049*
Helpfulness of Information Source
Professionals 0. 037 0. 037 0.574
Friends and printed materials 0.044 0. 044 0.629
Family members -0.074 -0.074 -1.148
Extent of Search
General Search Strategies 0. 025 0. 025 0. 357
Specific Search Strategies 0.131 0.131 1.867
Consideration set -0.005 0.019 -0.296
Constant = 0.02 
R =.106, Adj R = .077 





Regression of the Output Variable: Satisfaction with
Atmosphere on the Composite Set of Throucrhput Variables
Variable b B-weights t (1,248)
Importance of CCRC Characteristics
Care aspects 0.149 0.150 1.982*
Atmosphere 0.105 0.105 1. 377
Helpfulness of Information Source
Professionals -0.003 -0.003 -0.046
Friends and printed materials -0.059 0.059 -0.866
Family members 0.046 -0.046 0.741
Extent of Search
General Search Strategies 0.097 0.097 1.436
Specific Search Strategies 0.192 0.192 2.810**
Consideration set -0.024 -0.083 -1.320
Constant = 0.08 
R =.151, Adj R =.12 3 
F(1, 248) = 5.50 
2 < .001
*2 = .05. **2 = .001.
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each of the output variables. There was a relationship 
between overall satisfaction and the throughput component 
measuring extent of search, F(3, 248) = 5.00, p = .002. 
Therefore, extent of search was needed in the model to 
predict overall satisfaction. Neither the importance of 
CCRC characteristics nor the helpfulness of information 
source were useful in predicting overall satisfaction.
There was a relationship between the output variable, 
satisfaction with care, and the throughput component, 
importance of CCRC characteristics, F(2, 248) = 7.08, p = 
.001. Thus, the component, importance of CCRC 
characteristics, was useful in predicting satisfaction with 
care. Neither helpfulness of information source nor extent 
of search were useful in predicting satisfaction with care.
Two throughput components were found to be useful in 
the prediction of satisfaction with atmosphere. There was 
a relationship between satisfaction with atmosphere and the 
importance of CCRC characteristics, F(2, 248) = 6.39, p = 
.002. A relationship also was found between satisfaction 
with atmosphere and the extent of search, F(3, 248) = 4.82, 
P  = .003. Satisfaction with atmosphere was not related to 
helpfulness of information source. Therefore, within the 
throughput composite set, importance of CCRC 
characteristics and extent of search were necessary in the 
prediction of satisfaction with atmosphere.
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Hypothesis Related to Input-to-Output Variables 
Mediated by Throughput Variables.
The primary hypothesis of the current study was that 
given input, the addition of the throughput component to 
the model would help to predict satisfaction. Multivariate 
tests were conducted between the composite set of output 
variables and the composite sets of input and throughput 
variables. A significant relationship was found, F(51,
706) = 2.72, p < .001.
Univariate tests were conducted for each of the three 
output variables measuring overall satisfaction, 
satisfaction with care aspects, and satisfaction with 
atmosphere, and each of the composite sets of input and 
throughput variables. A relationship was found between the 
output variable measuring overall satisfaction and the 
composite sets of input and throughput variables, t(239) = 
3.33, p = .001 (see Table 23).
A test was conducted to determine whether both 
throughput and input were needed in the prediction of 
overall satisfaction. A relationship was found between 
overall satisfaction and the composite set of throughput 
variables, F(8, 239) = 3.55, e < -001. Therefore, the 
composite set of throughput variables could not be dropped 
from the model, lending support to the primary research 
hypothesis that given input, the addition of the throughput
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component to the model would increase the prediction of 
satisfaction.
A relationship also was found between overall 
satisfaction and the composite set of input variables, F(9, 
239) = 2.66, p = .006. Therefore, input also was needed in 
addition to throughput in the prediction of overall 
satisfaction in the model.
Univariate tests were conducted between each of the 
individual dependent variables and independent variables. 
There was a positive relationship between the output 
variable, overall satisfaction, and the input variable 
measuring satisfaction with current total family income, 
t (239) = 2.10, p = .038 (see Table 23). A negative 
relationship was found between the input variable, overall 
satisfaction, and the input variable measuring satisfaction 
with resources to meet a financial emergency, t(239) = 
-2.35, p = .02 (see Table 23). A positive relationship was 
detected between the output variable, overall satisfaction, 
and the input variable measuring general search strategies, 
t (239) = 2... 03, p = .043 (see Table 23). There was a 
positive relationship between the output variable, overall 
satisfaction, and the input variable measuring specific 
search strategies, t(239) = 2.29, p = .023 (see Table 23).
Tests were conducted to determine if both the input 
and throughput composite sets of variables were needed in 
the prediction of satisfaction with care. Both were found
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Table 2 3
Regression of the Output Variable; Overall Satisfaction on 
the Composite Sets of Input and Throughout Variables
Variable b B-weights t (1,239)
Human and Economic Capital
Income 0.015 0.072 1.040
Education 0.004 0.014 0.226
Perceived income adequacy -0.037 -0.050 -0.628
Satisfaction with current
total family income 0.174 0.2 33 2.097*
Satisfaction with material
things 0.049 0.056 0.600
Satisfaction with resources
to meet financial emergency -0.203 -0.276 -2.352*
Satisfaction with net worth 0.117 0.156 1.388
Importance of location
Close to family members -0.043 -0.102 -1.549
Close to former home 0.051 0.114 1.853
Importance of CCRC Characteristics
Care aspects 0.069 0.115 1.497
Atmosphere 0.011 0.018 0.236
(table continues)
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Variable b B-weights t (1,248)
Helpfulness of Information Source
Professionals -0.012 -0.019 -0.303
Friends and printed materials -0.017 0.029 -0.421
Family members 0.041 -0.068 0.975
Extent of Search
General Search Strategies 0. 084 0.140 2.031*
Specific Search Strategies 0. 096 0.160 2.288*
Consideration set 0. 007 0. 038 0.596
Constant = 4.11 
R =.191, Adj R =.134 




to be necessary predictors in the model. There was a 
relationship between satisfaction with care and the 
composite set of input variables, F(9, 239) = 2.15, p = 
.026. A relationship was found between satisfaction with 
care and the composite set of throughput variables, F(8, 
239) = 3.35, p = .001.
Relationships were found between the output variable, 
satisfaction with care aspects, and the composite sets of 
input and throughput variables, t(239) = 2.94, p = .001 
(see Table 24). Specifically, a positive relationship was 
found between the output variable, satisfaction with care 
aspects and the input variable measuring satisfaction with 
the material things one has and uses, t(239) = 2.63, p = 
.009 (see Table 24). There also was a positive 
relationship between the output variable, satisfaction with 
care aspects, and the throughput variable measuring 
importance of atmosphere, t(239) = 3.00, p = .003 (see 
Table 24). A positive relationship was found between the 
output variable, satisfaction with care aspects, and the 
throughput variable measuring specific search strategies, 
t (239) = 2.94, p < .001 (see Table 24).
Tests were performed to determine if both the 
composite sets of input variables and throughput variables 
were necessary in the prediction of satisfaction with 
atmosphere. A relationship was found between satisfaction 
with atmosphere and the composite set of input variables,
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Table 24
Regression of the Output Variable: Satisfaction with Care 
Aspects on the Composite Sets of Input and Throughout 
Variables
Variable b B-weights t (1,239)
Human and Economic Capital
Income 0.035 0.104 1. 489
Education 0. 015 0. 028 0.450
Perceived income adequacy 0. 051 0. 041 0.507
Satisfaction with current 
total family income 0.097 0.078 0. 693
Satisfaction with material 
things 0.363 0.247 2.630
Satisfaction with resources 
to meet financial emergency -0.206 -0.167 -1.411
Satisfaction with net worth -0.033 -0.026 -0.230
Importance of location
Close to family members -0.027 -0.039 -0.580
Close to former home 0. 017 0.023 0.363
Importance of CCRC Characteristics
Care aspects 0. 012 -0.012 -0.154
Atmosphere 0.235 0.235 2.995
*p = .05. **p = .01.
(table continues)
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Variable b B-weights t (1,248)
Helpfulness of Information Source
Professionals 0.050 0.050 0.766
Friends and printed materials 0.010 0.010 0.144
Family members -0.001 -0.001 -0.016
Extent of Search
General Search Strategies 0.026 0.026 0.378
Specific Search Strategies 0.144 0.144 2.037***
Consideration set -0.003 -0.010 -0.148
Constant = -1.43 
R =.17 3, Adj R =.114 
F(1, 239) = 2.94 
p < .001
*P = .05. **p = .01. ***£ = .001.
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F(9, 239) = 2.30, p = -017. There was a relationship 
between satisfaction with atmosphere and the composite set 
of throughput variables, F(8, 239) = 4.82, p < .001. 
Therefore, both were needed in the prediction of 
satisfaction with atmosphere.
Relationships were found between the output variable, 
satisfaction with atmosphere, and the composite sets of 
input and throughput variables, t(239) = 3.92, p < .001 
(see Table 25). Specifically, there was a negative 
relationship between the output variable, satisfaction with 
atmosphere, and the input variable measuring total family 
income, t(239) = -2.13, p = .034 (see Table 25). A 
positive relationship was found between the output 
variable, satisfaction with atmosphere, and the throughput 
variable measuring importance of care, t(239) = 2.16, p =
.032 (see Table 25). There also was a positive
relationship between the output variable, satisfaction with 
atmosphere, and the throughput variable measuring specific
search strategies, t(239) = 2.66, p = .008 (see Table 25).
2Although the R values for the regression of the three 
satisfaction variables were greater than those for the 
models in which either input or throughput was included, 
the values were still low. The proportion of variance 
explained ranged from .191 to .218 for the full model (see
Tables 23, 24, and 25). It is likely that there was a 
ceiling effect due to the lack of variability in the
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Table 25
Regression of the Output Variable: Satisfaction with 
Atmosphere on the Composite Sets of Input and Throughout 
Variables
Variable b B-weights t (1,239)
Human and Economic Capital
Income -0.049 -0.145 -2.127*
Education -0.023 -0.044 -0.729
Perceived income adequacy 0.010 0.008 0.107
Satisfaction with current 
total family income 0.193 0.155 1.418
Satisfaction with material 
things 0. 084 0. 057 0. 626
Satisfaction with resources 
to meet financial emergency -0.057 -0.046 -0.401
Satisfaction with net worth 0.129 -0.103 0.935
Importance of location
Close to family members -0.065 -0.092 -1.427
Close to former home -0.005 0.006 -0.103
Importance of CCRC Characteristics
Care aspects 0.163 -0.163 2.159*




Variable b B-weights t (1,248)
Helpfulness of Information Source
Professionals 0. 016 0.016 0.184
Friends and printed materials -0.046 -0.046 -0.675
Family members 0.059 -0.059 0.867
Extent of Search
General Search Strategies 0.090 0. 090 1. 320
Specific Search Strategies 0.182 0.182 2.659**
Consideration set -0.027 -0.095 -1.496
Constant = -0.73 
R =.218, Adj R =.163 
F(1, 239) = 3.93 
p < .001
*e = .05. **£ = .01.
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satisfaction responses. That is, the great majority of 
respondents indicated satisfaction with every aspect of the 
CCRC, thus making the prediction of satisfaction difficult.
V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, AND
RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary
The overall purpose of the study was to develop a 
conceptual model to predict satisfaction with CCRCs. The 
family resource management conceptual framework of Deacon 
and Firebaugh (1988) provided the theoretical base for the 
development of the proposed model. Constructs of the Engel 
et al. (1990) consumer behavior theory were incorporated in 
the development of the managerial aspect of the family 
resource management model.
The study was guided by four specific objectives.
They were: a) to determine if satisfaction was related to
input variables (human and economic capital and importance 
of location); b) to determine if satisfaction was related 
to throughput variables (the managerial process components 
consisting of importance of CCRC characteristics, 
helpfulness of information source, and extent of search); 
c) to examine the relationship between input variables and 
throughput variables; and d) to determine if both the input 
variables and the throughput variables were needed in a 
model predicting satisfaction.
The data were collected by means of a survey 
questionnaire designed by the investigator. Techniques 
recommended by Dillman (1978) were incorporated into the 
design and administration of the instrument. The
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questionnaire was pilot tested with residents of a CCRC, 
and appropriate revisions were made. Subjects of the study 
were CCRC residents who had joined CCRCs within one year of 
the start of the study. Survey questionnaires were mailed 
to 650 residents of 22 CCRCs nationwide, and the resulting 
sample consisted of the 374 respondents who returned usable 
questionnaires. A 58% response rate was achieved.
Frequency distributions were computed for each of the 
variables, and factor analyses were performed to determine 
if the hypothesized variables of the proposed model were 
multidimensional constructs. Multiple linear regression 
was used to study the dimensionality of factors affecting 
overall satisfaction and satisfaction with CCRC 
characteristics.
The sample comprised predominantly white females most 
of whom were between the ages of 71 and 85 at the time of 
entry into the CCRC. Almost one half were currently 
married and 40% were widowed. The respondents were well- 
educated, with 72% reporting at least some college 
education. Approximately 67% of the reported retirement 
incomes were between $20,000 and $59,000.
Each of the four hypotheses was supported. That is, 
the managerial process used by consumers selecting a CCRC 
(throughput) was predicted by resources and demands 
(input). Knowing the resources and demands (input) helped 
to predict satisfaction (output), and knowing the
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managerial process (throughput) helped to predict 
satisfaction (output). Given input, the addition of the 
managerial process (throughput) to the model increased the 
ability to predict satisfaction (output).
Conclusions and Discussion
In the proposed model of the current study, the input 
component comprised resources and demands. Resources were 
the human and economic capital of CCRC consumers. It was 
found that those living in CCRCs were well educated, with 
about 72% having at least some college education. The mean 
retirement income was approximately $55,000. CCRCs have 
been described as upscale living arrangements for the 
elderly (Winsor, 1983), so it follows that the residents of 
such communities would be well educated and supported by ' 
substantial retirement incomes.
The majority (85%) of CCRC residents perceived that 
their incomes provided either "most things" or "everything 
wanted." Over three fourths were satisfied with their 
current income, the material things they have or use, 
resources available to meet a financial emergency, and 
their net worth. Such measures of perceived income 
adequacy can usually give a clear picture of whether 
consumers think the resources they have are enough to meet 
their needs. In the case of retired consumers in upper 
income brackets, it was not unusual that perceived income 
adequacy was high.
In the proposed model, importance of location of the 
CCRC was considered a demand that may limit choices among 
retirement communities. In the current study, over one 
half of CCRC residents (58%) considered location close to 
family members to be important or very important. This 
finding was supportive of the research of Kichen and Roche 
(1990), who found that many CCRC residents chose to 
relocate near adult children and grandchildren. There was 
a negative relationship in the current study between 
importance of location close to family members and the 
number of CCRCs considered. That is, those to whom 
location close to family members was important tended to 
consider fewer CCRC facilities. Presumably, the 
consideration set was limited to the number of CCRCs 
located within the same geographic area as family members7 
homes. Such consumers may not have perceived location 
close to family to be a demand, but rather an important 
facilitator in retaining their family's social and support 
network. However, within the proposed model it fit the 
definition of a demand since it limited choices among 
CCRCs•
Within the Deacon and Firebaugh (1988) framework, the 
managerial process representing the throughput component 
was based on the theoretical constructs of the Engel et al. 
(1990) consumer behavior model. According to Engel et al. 
(1990), the initial stage of consumer decision making is
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need recognition. According to Cohen, Tell, Batten, and 
Larson (1988), active decision making related to a move 
into a CCRC may result more from anticipation of future 
health needs than from recognition of a need for change in 
current living arrangements. In the current study, 70% of 
CCRC residents began an active search for a retirement 
community at least 6 months prior to the date planned for 
residency. Over one half (59%) began their information 
search while their health and that of their spouse (if 
applicable) was still good. So, the majority of CCRC 
consumers, anticipating that their needs could change over 
time, began a proactive search in advance of the need 
rather than reacting to a crises situation.
Once a need or potential need has been recognized, 
consumers in an extended problem-solving situation will 
likely engage in a search process to satisfy the need 
(Engel et al., 1990). Thus begins the second stage of 
decision making. As consumers begin to gather information 
from the marketplace, there emerges a variety of sources of 
information from which to choose. CCRC consumers found 
several different sources of information useful to them in 
their search for retirement housing. Over 83% of those who 
used adult children as a source of information found them 
to be helpful or very helpful. Nearly three fourths (70%) 
of those consulting other family members found them equally 
helpful. Friends also were a source of information in the
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decision-making process related to selection of a CCRC. 
About 71% of those who sought information from friends 
found them helpful or very helpful. Friends living in a 
retirement community were found to be particularly helpful, 
with the majority of CCRC consumers (88%) finding them 
helpful or very helpful. These findings are supportive of 
past research. Venkatesan (1966) found advice from peers, 
family, and acquaintances to be a major source of influence 
for consumers. Kichen and Roche (1990) found that those 
considered most influential in the decision about entering 
a CCRC were friends and friends living in a retirement 
community. Perhaps visits to friends and family members 
living in a retirement community influences not only the 
decision to join such a community, but also the eventual 
decision about precisely which community will be chosen.
Professionals were less sought after and some were 
found to be less helpful than were family and friends. For 
example, accountants other than a CPA were found to be not 
very helpful by almost one half (45%) of those who 
consulted them. Medical professionals, however, were 
reported helpful or very helpful by 78% of those seeking 
their advice when deciding about retirement communities. 
This finding lends support to the work of Kichen and Roche 
(1990) who reported that, according to CCRC residents, 
physicians were very influential in their decision to join 
a CCRC.
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Printed materials as a source of information received 
good reviews. While about two thirds (67%) of CCRC 
residents who used guide books during their search process 
found them helpful, over 80% reported that printed 
advertisements and brochures about a particular retirement 
community were very influential. Both the potential for 
education through "how-to" books about choosing a CCRC and 
the implications for the marketing of CCRCs through 
promotional materials, then, are great.
Those engaged in a proactive search for a CCRC used 
several search strategies. For example, the majority 
undertook a thorough approach, touring CCRCs and 
investigating the facilities and their management 
personnel. Many sought the help of someone knowledgeable 
about financial matters to check the financial stability of 
the retirement community and to review the paperwork. 
Approximately 91% determined which services were provided 
in the contract before signing it. All of these strategies 
consistently have been recommended by those seeking to 
assist elderly consumers selecting CCRCs (see Appendix D).
The number of CCRCs considered ranged from 1 to 52, 
with a mean of 3.32. That is, CCRC consumers reported that 
they had considered an average of approximately three 
different retirement communities during their search 
process. The majority (96%) considered between 1 and 7 
different communities. Investigation of a number of CCRC
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options before making a decision is a recommended search 
strategy (Crichton, 1987; Gillespie & Sloan, 1990; Winsor, 
1983) .
According to Engel et al. (1990), before a decision 
among alternatives is made, the third stage of decision 
making (alternative evaluation) is entered. During this 
stage, evaluative criteria for comparing and deciding among 
options are selected. With a decision so personally 
relevant as the choice of retirement housing involving a 
lifetime contract, those engaged in such a search will 
certainly have specific evaluative criteria with which to 
judge the relative merits of each. In the current study, 
criteria important to consumers searching for and selecting 
a CCRC were identified. Nearly all CCRC consumers (94%- 
95%) reported that the availability of services to maintain 
independence, the type of medical services available, and 
the importance of the availability of a nursing home were 
important or very important. Likewise, previous 
researchers consistently have found that the most important 
reason for joining a CCRC was the health guarantee of both 
access to care and insurance for care (Cohen, Tell, Batten, 
& Larson, 1988; Kichen & Roche, 1990).
The majority of CCRC consumers found the costs 
involved with residency in a CCRC to be important or very 
important. Approximately 81% reported that the 
continuation of care after their funds were depleted to be
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an issue of importance. The security of knowing that 
whatever care one needed would be provided for as long as 
it were needed has been found to be one of the major 
factors attracting individuals to join CCRCs (Kichen & 
Roche, 1990; Somers & Spears, 1992).
CCRC consumers also used the appearance of the living 
quarters and grounds as selection criteria. Most of those 
seeking a CCRC (94-96%) found these characteristics of 
CCRCs to be important or very important. It is likely that 
this group of highly educated CCRC consumers who continue 
to enjoy adequate incomes into their retirement years are 
accustomed to living in pleasant surroundings. It follows 
that they would expect a move to a retirement community to 
equal or exceed the housing arrangements they previously 
enjoyed.
The social climate of the prospective CCRC comprised 
another set of important selection criteria used by those 
examining different options. Consumers expected both 
residents and staff to be friendly, and a home-like 
atmosphere tc prevail. The food served would have to be of 
good quality in order to satisfy these elderly consumers. 
Obviously, CCRC consumers were seeking a new home in which 
to live out their retirement years rather than looking for 
a place to go to die.
At the close of the alternative evaluation stage, 
consumers make a decision and complete the purchase (Engel
et al., 1990). At this point, the post-decision 
reevaluation process begins, wherein an estimate of the 
results of the purchasing activities takes place.
Consumers make a judgment of satisfaction or 
dissatisfaction, and confirm or disconfirm their 
expectations. In the current study, the vast majority 
(96%) expressed satisfaction with the chosen CCRC, with 71% 
of these reporting they were very satisfied. In a 1990 
study of CCRC residents, Kichen and Roche found that 84% 
were satisfied with the CCRC, so the current findings are 
consistent with those of previous researchers. The 
majority of CCRC consumers in the current study reported 
satisfaction with every facet of the CCRC. For example,
98% reported they were satisfied or very satisfied with the 
friendliness of the staff, and 96% reported the same levels 
of satisfaction with the friendliness of the other 
residents. Most (98%) were either satisfied or very 
satisfied with the appearance of both the living quarters 
and the grounds. The quality of the food also met their 
expectations, with 91% reporting they were either satisfied 
or very satisfied.
Knowing that CCRC residents are satisfied with their 
choice is important, but determining whether the managerial 
process, including the helpfulness of information sources 
used, the effectiveness of the selection criteria chosen, 
and the usefulness of search strategies employed made a
167
difference is crucial. Those assisting elderly consumers
in the decision-making process related to the selection of
a CCRC could use such information in guiding the search
process. A discussion of the relationships among the input
(resources and demands), throughput (the managerial
process), and output (satisfaction) components of the
proposed model follow.
The primary hypothesis, that given input, the ability
to predict satisfaction would increase with the addition of
the throughput component (the managerial process) to the
model, was supported. It was determined that knowing about
human and economic capital and the importance of location
was somewhat helpful in predicting satisfaction. However,
when the throughput variables were included in the model,
the proportion of the variance explained approximately
2doubled. Although the R was somewhat low (.17 - .22) for
the regression of the satisfaction variables, if one
considers the homogeneity of responses to the satisfaction 
2items, the R achieved could be considered substantial.
In regard to the specific input variables useful in 
predicting satisfaction, it was found that there was a 
positive relationship between overall satisfaction with the 
CCRC and satisfaction with current total family income.
That is, the more satisfied CCRC residents were with their 
income, the more satisfied they were with the CCRC. The 
finding was somewhat supportive of past research, as Lawton
168
(1980) found residential satisfaction among the elderly to 
be positively related to level of living (a measure of per 
capita income adjusted for household s.ize and age) .
Satisfaction with the CCRC was negatively related to 
satisfaction with resources available to meet a financial 
emergency. That is, the less satisfied individuals were 
with resources available to meet a financial emergency, the 
more satisfied they were with the CCRC. The concept of the 
CCRC encompasses the guarantee of protection against the 
high costs of health services and long-term care. In many 
instances, CCRCs continue to provide care after residents' 
funds are depleted. It follows, then, that elderly persons 
concerned about adequate resources for emergencies, such as 
expensive health care services, would be more satisfied 
with a housing situation that offers security against such 
expenses. Indeed, researchers have found that the most 
important reason for joining such a community was the 
health care guarantee embodying both access to care and 
insurance for care (Cohen, Tell, Batten, & Larson, 1988,* 
Kichen & Roche, 1990).
There was a positive relationship between overall 
satisfaction and the throughput component, extent of 
search. That is, both those who used general search 
strategies and those who used search strategies for 
specific information about the CCRC were likely to be more 
satisfied with the CCRC they selected. According to Deacon
and Firebaugh (1988), the use of effective managerial 
behavior should result in positive outcomes. Indeed, those 
whose management strategies included such activities as a 
thorough search for and investigation of CCRCs, including a 
determination of the community's financial stability and 
research into the reputation of its board of directors, 
reported greater subsequent satisfaction with the chosen 
facility. Additionally, Engel et al. (1990) reported that 
consumers with higher education are likely to engage in 
more search than are less educated consumers. CCRC 
consumers have been found to be highly educated. Perhaps 
this group of consumers is at a level where they 
proactively seek information and assistance far in advance 
of the need rather than waiting to react to crises.
With respect to the input variables helpful in 
predicting satisfaction with care aspects (services and 
costs), a positive relationship was found between 
satisfaction with care aspects and satisfaction with 
material things one has or uses. Specifically, the more 
satisfied were CCRC residents with the material things they 
had or used, the more satisfied were they with the care 
aspects of the chosen CCRC. Perhaps those who perceive 
they have the means to purchase things they need or want 
are less concerned with the cost of care and therefore are 
more satisfied with the fees charged for the services they 
receive.
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When testing the model without the inclusion of the 
input component, a positive relationship was found between 
satisfaction with care and importance of atmosphere. The 
relationship between satisfaction with care and use of 
specific search strategies, was approaching significance at 
.06. When the full model was tested, however, a 
significant positive relationship between satisfaction with 
care and the use of specific search strategies emerged. 
Therefore, given the input variables, the throughput 
variables useful in the prediction of satisfaction with 
care aspects (services and costs) included the importance 
of atmosphere and use of specific search strategies.
The relationship between the importance of atmosphere 
and satisfaction with care aspects at first glance seems 
puzzling. Closer examination of individual components of 
each, however, produces an explanation for the 
relationship. Aspects of care include the fees charged for 
care as well as for room and board. Atmosphere comprises 
such items as the appearance of the living quarters and 
grounds and the quality of the food. If the aspects of 
atmosphere are very important to the resident, then a 
relationship between these aspects and the cost of the 
product delivered is quite feasible.
The use of search strategies for specific information 
about the CCRC ultimately chosen was positively related to 
satisfaction with care aspects of the CCRC. Those who
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looked into the reputation of the management personnel and 
the members of the board of directors, who asked for 
assistance with the paper work and who scrutinized the CCRC 
contract presumably knew a great deal about the CCRC before 
joining. Their thorough search may have resulted in more 
satisfaction because their specific expectations about the 
CCRC were simply confirmed or positively disconfirmed.
That is, their satisfaction may have resulted from a 
judgment of CCRC services and costs equal to their 
expectations or better than expected (Engel et al., 1990).
With reference to the input variables helpful in the 
prediction of satisfaction with atmosphere, there was a 
negative relationship between income and satisfaction with 
atmosphere. That is, the lower the income of the CCRC 
residents, the greater their satisfaction with the chosen 
CCRC. Apparently, these consumers perceived they had 
"gotten their money's worth." It is conceivable that their 
present living conditions, including both the social 
climate and the physical appearance of the CCRC, could be 
more favorable than their former housing situation. For 
example, an elderly homeowner with limited mobility and 
funds, and hence with restricted access to social 
opportunities and limited resources to perform needed home 
maintenance, may have found that the move to a CCRC to be 
more satisfying than their previous situation.
In regard to the usefulness of throughput variables in 
the prediction of satisfaction with atmosphere, several 
relationships were found. There was a positive 
relationship between satisfaction with atmosphere and the 
importance of care aspects. That is, those who placed more 
importance on aspects of care, including services and 
costs, were likely to be more satisfied with the aspects of 
atmosphere. Again, if one examines the items contained 
within each of these factors (importance of care aspects 
and satisfaction with aspects of atmosphere), the 
relationship is quite logical. CCRC consumers concerned 
with the fees charged for services as well as for living 
arrangements are likely to make satisfaction judgments 
about the product delivered with this in mind. That is, 
their judgment of satisfaction well may be based on the 
perception of whether they have received their money's 
worth.
A positive relationship was found between satisfaction 
with atmosphere and the importance of atmosphere. 
Specifically, those to whom characteristics of atmosphere, 
such as social climate of the CCRC and physical appearance 
of the living quarters and grounds, were important were 
more likely to be satisfied with these same 
characteristics. For this group of consumers, the 
satisfaction judgment was based on initial expectations 
about the CCRC as a new home environment, a very important
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component of final choice among homes. Thus, the 
expectations of consumers who placed great importance on 
social climate and physical appearance of the CCRC were 
either met or exceeded.
There was a positive relationship between satisfaction 
with atmosphere and the use of search strategies for 
specific information about the CCRC. That is, those who 
thoroughly investigated the particular CCRC they chose 
prior to joining it were likely to be more satisfied with 
the atmosphere of their new home than were those who had 
not been as thorough in their search. According to Deacon 
and Firebaugh (1988), the effectiveness of a system can be 
judged by how well the anticipated outcomes coincide with 
the outputs. Based on the findings of the current study, 
CCRC consumers who chose to gather relevant information in 
order to assess available options could be said to have 
used an effective decision-making process within the family 
resource management system.
Relationships of interest were found between selected 
input variables and groups of throughput variables. For 
example, there was a positive relationship between 
perceived income adequacy and the importance of care 
aspects. Those who perceived that their incomes could 
provide what they needed and wanted used, as part of their 
selection criteria for an appropriate CCRC, the varied care 
services and costs among CCRCs. Perhaps those who
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perceived they had the means to purchase exactly what they 
wanted in retirement housing were actively seeking such 
services as well.
There was a negative relationship between income and 
the importance of atmosphere. That is, the lower the 
income, the more important were aspects of atmosphere, 
including the social climate and the physical appearance.
It is interesting to note that there was a similar negative 
relationship between income and satisfaction with 
atmosphere. Apparently those with lower incomes were very 
concerned with the social climate and physical appearance 
of their new homes, and devoted particular attention to 
these facets of the CCRCs they considered. Perhaps close 
scrutiny during the search process led to realistic 
expectations about the CCRC chosen. Satisfaction, 
according to Engel et al. (1990), is simply confirmed 
expectations.
There was a negative relationship between income and 
helpfulness of family members as a source of information. 
Additionally, a negative relationship was found between 
education and helpfulness of family members as a source of 
information. That is, the more educated consumers and 
those with higher incomes found advice from family members 
to be not very helpful when they were deciding about CCRCs. 
According to Engel et al. (1990), consumers who are more 
knowledgeable are less susceptible to external influences
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and less likely to rely on the advice of others when making 
purchase decisions. Perhaps those with higher educations 
and incomes have developed a higher degree of self reliance 
and are accustomed to making major purchase decisions 
without consulting others.
Those for whom location near family members was 
important were likely to find care aspects of the CCRC, 
including services and costs, to be important. Perhaps 
those choosing to locate near their families were concerned 
that the care they needed could be provided by the CCRC at 
a price they could afford so they would not later become a 
burden to their adult children. There is support for this 
concept. In a 1988 study to determine what motivated 
people to join a CCRC, Cohen, Tell, Batten, and Larson 
found that access to services to maintain independence, 
financial protection from long-term care costs, and 
avoidance of being a family burden to be very important 
reasons given for joining a CCRC.
The atmosphere of the CCRC was important to those to 
whom location of the CCRC was important. Those who 
reported that location close to family members was 
important as well as those indicating that location close 
to former home was important used the social climate and 
physical appearance of the home as important selection 
criteria. It may have been that those who chose to locate 
in their current community already had a social network of
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friends and acquaintances living in the CCRC chosen, and 
this may have played an important part in their final 
decision about joining the CCRC.
There was a positive relationship between the 
helpfulness of family members as a source of information 
and the importance of location near family members. It is
certainly feasible that those considering moving to a 
retirement community to be near their family members 
actively involved their family in the decision process. It
is possible that adult children may have initiated the 
decision process about a parent moving to the CCRC to 
remain independent and yet be located near their children 
and grandchildren.
Based upon the theoretical constructs of the Deacon 
and Firebaugh (1988) family resource management model and 
the Engel et al. (1990) consumer behavior model, the major 
proposition of the study was that given input, the addition 
of the managerial component to the proposed model would 
increase the ability to predict satisfaction. That is, 
those who used a more complex and detailed search and 
selection process likely would be more satisfied with their 
choice of CCRCs. And indeed, those whose consumer decision 
making represented the extended problem solving situation 
set out by Engel et al. (1990) were more satisfied with 
their selection of a CCRC and its characteristics. Some 
items, however, were not needed in the prediction of
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satisfaction. Neither the importance of location nor the 
helpfulness of the information source used were predictors 
of either overall satisfaction or satisfaction with CCRC 
characteristics. Additionally, human and economic capital 
was not a predictor of the importance of CCRC 
characteristics nor was it a predictor of the extent of 
search.
Implications
According to Deacon and Firebaugh (1988), management 
in general helps people control the events of life and 
influence the outcomes of situations. In the management of 
family resources, people can, through the direction of 
their resources toward goals, influence the quality of 
life. The expansion of the scope of the family management 
theory to include a consumer decision-making component 
helps to explain the behavior of families in their role as 
consumers. Thus, through examination of this expansion of 
the theory presented in the current study, researchers and 
educators in both the family resource management and 
consumer fields can gain a better understanding of how CCRC 
consumers use resources to advantage for achieving desired 
goals.
The study of satisfaction with retirement housing, 
particularly satisfaction with CCRCs, seems important 
because of its contribution to the more generalized concept 
of the well-being of older people. In the current study it
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was found that those using effective search strategies 
during their decision-making process were more satisfied 
with their choice of CCRCs. Consumer educators, 
cooperative extension personnel, and other professionals in 
the position to assist the elderly with the decision 
process related to the selection of retirement housing, can 
use the findings of the current study to emphasize the 
importance of search strategies. Specific strategies used 
by satisfied consumers could be emphasized.
Characteristics of CCRCs important to consumers were 
determined in the current study. Those assisting elderly 
consumers with retirement housing decisions could use this 
information to help pinpoint important facets of different 
housing options. For example, nearly all CCRC consumers 
(94%-95%) reported that the availability of services to 
maintain independence, the type of medical services 
available, and the importance of the availability of a 
nursing home were important characteristics of a CCRC. If 
these are concerns, then consumers could be encouraged to 
limit their search for retirement housing to only 
facilities that provided the desired services.
In the current study, consumers indicated they found 
guidebooks and printed advertisements and brochures to be 
helpful in their decision-making process. Consumer 
educators can use these findings to recommend that those 
seeking a CCRC use the "how to" books currently available
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as a tool in their selection process. Consumers could be 
encouraged to write for promotional materials of specific 
CCRCs of interest to them.
Owners and directors of CCRCs interested in marketing 
their facilities will find the results of the study useful. 
For example, they would have confirmation that consumers do 
find brochures and printed advertisements to be effective 
in helping them make decisions among CCRCs. Marketing 
efforts could be concentrated or strengthened in this 
promotional avenue. Additionally, a finding of importance 
was that most CCRC consumers are satisfied or very 
satisfied with the CCRC in which they live, so the industry 
as a whole appears to be meeting the needs of its 
clientele.
Consumers indicated that family members were very 
helpful to them when they were deciding about joining a 
CCRC. In particular, those who indicated it was important 
that the CCRC be located near family members found the 
advice of family members helpful. Effective lines of 
communication could be encouraged among family members 
before retirement community decisions are made, thus 
strengthening the social support network of those preparing 
for retirement living in a CCRC.
Professionals assisting consumers with financial 
decisions related to the accumulation and spending of 
retirement income will find the results of the study
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useful. The amount of retirement income consumers had and 
their perceptions about its adequacy were predictors of 
satisfaction. For example, those who were satisfied with 
their retirement incomes tended to be satisfied in general 
with the CCRC they chose. Accumulation of wealth, 
therefore, could be stressed to those consumers concerned 
about housing in the retirement years. Those with lower 
incomes were more satisfied with the social climate and 
physical appearance of the CCRC, indicating they perceived 
they had received their money's worth. Such findings might 
be used to help guide elderly consumers in the effective 
spending of retirement income.
Recommendations for Future Research 
Support for the proposed model of the current study 
lends additional strength and verification to the Deacon 
and Firebaugh (1988) and the Engel et al. (1992) 
conceptional models upon which it was based. The 
combination of these two conceptual models as a theory base 
lends itself to additional studies of families in their 
role as consumers. The following recommendations are 
offered for future researchers:
1. The multidimensional approach used in the current
study could be further explored with the addition of 
new variables that might further enhance the profile 
of the CCRC consumer. For example, events (such as 
the death of a spouse or a noticeable decline in one's
own health) as initiators of managerial action could 
be examined as input variables. Perhaps time 
constraints could be explored as a demand variable in 
the composite set of input variables.
An exploration of the same model as it relates to 
satisfaction with nursing homes and satisfaction with 
retirement homes other than CCRCs could be conducted, 
and comparisons made of the three studies.
The conceptual model developed for the current study, 
which combined constructs of both family resource 
management and consumer decision making could be 
applied to such topics as planning for retirement, 
children as shoppers, and the behavior of adolescents 
in their role as consumers.
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Human and Economic Capital
INCOME Total family income in 1992, before
taxes
EDUCATION Highest level of education
INCPROV Perceived income adequacy
Satisfaction with resources
SAT_INC Satisfaction with current total family
income
SAT_MAT Satisfaction with material things one
has or uses (food, clothing, etc.) 
SAT_RES Satisfaction with resources available
to meet a financial emergency 
SAT_NET Satisfaction with family's net worth
(assets minus debts)
Importance of Location
ILOCHOME Importance of location close to former
home




Importance of CCRC Characteristics 
Care Aspects: Services and Costs
IINDEP ' Importance of type of services 
available to help one remain 
independent
IMEDSER Importance of type of medical services
available
I_NH Importance of availability of nursing
home
IADDFEE Importance of additional fees if
nursing home care needed 
ISTAFF Importance of availability of staff
nearby
ICARECO Importance of continuation of care
after resident's fees are depleted 
IHEALTH Importance of health requirements for
entry
IENTFEE Importance of entrance fee
IMANFEE Importance of monthly maintenance fees
Atmosphere: Social Climate and Physical Appearance 
IRESCON Importance of effectiveness of
resident council 
IFRRES Importance of friendliness of
residents






Importance of appearance of living 
quarters
Importance of appearance of grounds 
Importance of quality of food 
Importance of home-like atmosphere














Friends in a retirement community
Other friends or acquaintances
Attorney
Certified Public Accountant 
Financial Planner 
Accountant (other than CPA)
Medical professional(s) 
Advertisements or brochures about 
particular retirement communities 
Guide book(s) or brochures about how 
to select a retirement community
Extent of Search
HOW Number of retirement communities 













Started active search for a retirement 
community at least six months prior to 
date planned for residency 
Began information search while health 
of self and spouse still good 
Toured facility before making decision 
to live there
Thoroughly investigated the retirement 
community before deciding to live 
there
Checked with knowledgeable person 
about financial stability of the 
retirement community 
Checked reputation of management 
personnel
Had knowledgeable person review 
paperwork
Determined which services were 
provided in the contract 


















Overall satisfaction with CCRC chosen 
CCRC Characteristics
Satisfaction with type of services 
available to help one remain 
independent
Satisfaction with type of medical 
services available 
Satisfaction with availability of 
nursing home
Satisfaction with additional fees if 
nursing home care needed 
Satisfaction with availability of 
staff nearby
Satisfaction with continuation of care 
after resident/s fees are depleted 
Satisfaction with health requirements 
for entry
Satisfaction with entrance fee 
Satisfaction with monthly maintenance 
fees
Satisfaction with effectiveness of 
resident council







Satisfaction with friendliness of 
staff
Satisfaction with appearance of living 
quarters
Satisfaction with appearance of 
grounds
Satisfaction with quality of food 
Satisfaction with home-like atmosphere
APPENDIX C Letters to CCRC Administrators Regarding 
Participation in the Study
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L o u i s i a n a  S t a t e  U n i v e r s i t y
A N D  A G R I C U L T U R A L  A N D  M I C M A N I C A L  C O L L R C L
S c h o o l  o f  H u m a n  Eco lo g y
November 3, 1992
(NAME OF ADMINISTRATOR) 
(NAME AND ADDRESS O F CCRC)
Dear (NAME OF ADMINISTRATOR):
There has been an increasing need for continuing care retirement communities in the last few years. 
Although we know that more elderly adults are joining CCRCs than ever before, it is not clear exactly how 
such individuals go about choosing one CCRC over another. In addition, we are not sure which 
characteristics of CCRCs are important to prospective clients.
Knowing what consumers are looking for and how they go about selecting a CCRC is important to 
consumer educators. But it is especially relevant to you, as director of (NAME OF CCRC), in marketing 
your facility to those considering retirement living.
We are planning to conduct a research project here at Louisiana State University in order to find 
answers to these very pertinent questions. The Andrus Foundation of the American Association of Retired 
Persons (AARP) is the funding agency to which we are submitting the research grant proposal. Funding 
from a prestigious agency like AARP would insure that resources would be available to carry out the project.
(NAME O F CCRC) is one of a small number of facilities that are being asked to participate in this 
research project. It was drawn in a random sample of CCRCs throughout the nation. We would like your 
permission to send questionnaires to those residents who will have joined (NAME O F CCRC) within the last 
six months of 1992. Your residents may be assured of complete confidentiality. Their names will never be 
placed on the questionnaires, nor will their names ever be associated in any way with their answers.
Mr. Bill Bivens, Executive Director of St. James Place, a CCRC in Baton Rouge, Louisiana, is 
participating in the pilot study phase of the project. He fully supports our efforts to learn more about the 
selection process of consumers choosing a CCRC in which to retire. (Please see the attached letter of 
support from Mr. Bivens.)
In appreciation for your providing us with names of recent joiners, a summary of the results of the 
research findings from (NAME OF CCRC) will be sent to you. You may also request results of the entire 
study.
In order to assure your participation in this important research project, we ask that you write a letter 
of commitment to us, at the above address, that could be included in an appendix to the AARP grant 
proposal. To assure that residents of your facility will be included in this critical study, we need to receive 
your letter by November 15, 1992.
We look forward to hearing from you. If you have any questions about the project, please call us at 
(504) 388-1726.
Sincerely,
Frances C. Lawrence, Ph.D. Aimee D. Prawitz, M.S.
H u m a n  E c o l o g y  B u i l d i n g • B a t o n  R o u g e  *  L o u i s i a n a  • 7 0 8 0 3 - 4 3 0 0  •  5 0 4 / 3 8 8 - 2 2 8 1  • F A X  5 0 4 / 3 8 8 - 2 6 9 7
202
Place
333  LEE DRIVE 
BATON ROUGE. LA 70808-9960  
(504) 769-1407
November 3, 1992
Re: Prospects' CCRC Selection Process
When I am asked to participate in some research or data-gathering 
process, X want to know that my retirement community will be 
benefitted by those efforts. Researchers at the Louisiana State 
University want to involve us in a project to determine what 
characteristics are important and are used in a prospect's 
selection of a Continuing Care Retirement Community. Also, the 
researchers will determine the degree to which later, as residents, 
they are satisfied with each of the selection characteristics used.
This could have practical application to our marketing strategies, 
especially as we begin to educate a prospect on the advantages and 
benefits of our CCRC, and as we continue to develop them to the 
point of their becoming residents.
And, you can have the value of this research at no cost to you. 
This can have real benefit to our communities by helping us more 
closely match our marketing efforts with the selection process used 
by prospects.
I have met with the lead researcher, Aimee D. Prawitz, and I 
believe she will do a good, thorough research, and that she will 
make good on her pledge to share the results with us.
Therefore, will you please join me in participating in this 
research project. Upon Ms. Prawitz's request/ all you have to do 
is to give her the names and addresses of residents who have moved 
into your community within six months of the starting date that she 
will give you. She will furnish you with other details of her 
request.
Again, as your colleague, I will very much appreciate your joining 
with me in this project, and I wish you and your community the 
greatest success in every area of your involvement.
BB/bc
A  H  O  A G R I C U L T U R A L  A N D  M I C H A M I C A L  C O  L L C C  I
S c h o o l  o f  H u m a n  Eco logy
L o u i s i a n a  S t a t e  U n i v e r s i t y
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November 18, 1992
(NAME OF ADMINISTRATOR) 
(NAME AND ADDRESS OF CCRC)
Dear (NAME OF ADMINISTRATOR):
About two weeks ago we wrote to you seeking your help with a Louisiana 
State University research project related to selection of continuing care 
retirement communities. We asked for your permission to send questionnaires 
to those residents who have joined (NAME OF CCRC) within a six-month period.
As of today, however, we have not yet received your agreement to participate.
We have undertaken this study because we believe it is important for 
consumer educators to know what consumers are looking for and how they go 
about selecting a CCRC. Its relevance to you, as director of (NAME OF CCRC), 
is the marketing information you will gain in exchange for your participation in the study.
We are writing to you again because of the significance the 
participation of your residents has to the usefulness of this study. (NAME OF 
CCRC) was chosen in a random sample of CCRCs throughout the nation. In order 
for the results of the study to be truly representative of all CCRC residents, 
it is essential that each community selected participate.
In the event that the postcard we sent you has been misplaced, you may 
use the form at the bottom of this letter to signify your agreement to 
participate in the study. Again, if there are any questions, please contact 
us at 504-388-1726. Your cooperation is greatly needed.
Sincerely,
Aimee D. Prawitz, M.S. Frances C. Lawrence, Ph.D.
I am willing to have my facility participate 
in the Louisiana State University research 
study related to consumers’ selection of CCRCs.
(Signature) (Date)
(NAME AND ADDRESS OF ADMINISTRATOR AND CCRC)
H u  m o  n  e c o l o g y  B u i l d i n g *  B a t o n  K o u g e  •  L o u i i i a n o  •  7 0 8 0 3 - 4 3 0 0  • 5 0 4 / 3 8 8 - 2 2 8 1 *  f  A X  5 0 4 / 3 8 8 - 2 6 9 7
School of Unman £cology
April 5, 1993
(NAME AND ADDRESS OF ADMINISTRATOR, CCRC)
Dear (NAME OF ADMINISTRATOR):
Thank you for agreeing to participate in the Louisiana State University 
research study related to consumer selection of continuing care retirement 
communities. As wr previously stated, your participation requires only that 
you submit names anti addresses of residents who joined your facility wiuhin 
the six months prior to the start of the project. The projected dates for 
which we will need names are December, 1.992 - May, 1993.
We will keep you inFormcd of our progress on the project, and will let
you know when wc need the list of names and addresses. Lt is not necessary to 
send the names to us at this time. Your residents may be assured of complete
confidentiality. Their names will never be placed on the questionnaires we
will send them, nor will their names ever be. associated in any way with their 
answers.
Again, wc appreciate your willingness l;o participate in this important 
study. At the completion of the project, wp will send you a summary of the 
research findings from (NAME OF FACILITY). You also may request results of 
the entire study.
We look forward to working with you on this research project.. If you 
have any questions, please call us at (30A) 3flfl-l72fi.
Sincerely,
Frances C. Lawrence, Th.D.
Aimee D. rrawitz, M.S.
S c h o o l  o f  H u m a n  Eco logy
L o u i s i a n a  S t a t e  U n i v e r s i t y




(Name and address of facility)
Dear (Name of Administrator):
Thank you again for agreeing to participate in the Louisiana 
State University research study related to consumer selection of 
continuing care retirement communities. Attached is a copy of 
our original correspondence regarding the project.
We are pleased to inform you that data collection is 
scheduled to begin. Will you please forward us the list of names 
and addresses of residents of (name of facility) who have joined 
the community since October 1, 1992 and who currently are 
residing in the independent living section? We need the list by 
October 22, 1993. We would also like for you to complete the 
enclosed form so that we may get an overall picture of the size 
and make-up of (name of facility).
Your residents may be assured of complete confidentiality. 
Their names will never be placed on the questionnaires we will 
send them, nor will their names ever be associated in any way 
with their answers.
Again, we appreciate your willingness to participate in this 
important study. At the completion of the project, we will send 
you a summary of the research findings from (name of facility).
If you have not done so yet, you may also request results of the 
entire study.
We look forward to working with you on this research 
project. If you have any questions, please call us at (504) 388- 
1726.
Sincerely,
Almee u. t'rawitz, m.s. 
Graduate Research Assistant
P.S. If you prefer, you may FAX us the information at 504-388-2697.
H u m a n  e c o l o g y  B u i l d i n g •  B a t o n  ft o u g t  •  L o u i i i o  n o  •  7 0 8 0 3 . 4 3 0 0  * S 0 4 / 3 8 8 - 2 2 8 1 *  f  A X  S 0 4 / 3 8 8 . 2 6 9 7
■■C,-
Frances C. Lawrence, Ph.D 
Professor
APPENDIX D Content Analysis of CCRC Selection Guides
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CCRC Characteristics Included in Selection Guides
Reference3
Characteristic A B C D E F G
Quality of health care X X X
Care continues after resident's
funds are depleted X X X X X
Lenient entrance requirements X X X X X
Entry fee is refundable X X X X X X X
Reasonable policies regarding
transfer to nursing home X X X X X
Availability of long term care
bed when needed X X
Affordable entrance and
maintenance fees X X X X X X
Reasonable policies regarding
fee increases X X X X X X
Contract Type (A, B, or C)
available to meet needs X X X
Acceptable rights & fees upon
remarriage X X
Grounds for contract
termination reasonable X X X
Additional health insurance is
not required X X X X
Meals are included in fee X X X
Recreational activities
available X X X X
Religious services available X X X
Effective resident council X X X X X
Differing levels of care
available X X X
No additional fees for higher
level of care X X X
Sense of community among
residents X X
Deposit to hold apartment is
protected and refundable X X X
Nursing home on premises X X
Can request physician of choice X X X
Transportation provided X X X
Capital letters represent the following guides: A = AARP,
1988, 1991; B = Averyt, et al., 1987? C = Consumer Reports, 1990; 
D = Crichton, 1987; E = Gillespie & Sloan, 1990; F = National 
Consumers League, 1990; G = Winsor, 1983. See reference section 
for complete citations.
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Recommended Consumer Activities Included in Selection Guides
Reference3
Activity A B C D E F G
Begin search before need arises X X X
Investigate thoroughly X X X X X
Make personal visit X X X X X
Talk to residents & staff X X X
Check safety & security provided X X
Investigate financial stability X X X X X X
Check reputation of management X X X X X X X
Consult financial advisor X X X X X X
Find out what services are
provided by the contract X X X X X X X
Check occupancy rate X X
Procure CCRC's actuarial study X X X
Visit all in area X X X
Spend trial period in CCRC X X X
Investigate members of board of
directors X X X X
Tour the nursing home facility X
Check state laws &
accreditation status X X X
“Capital letters represent the following guides: A = AARP,
1988, 1991; B = Averyt, et al., 1987; C = Consumer Reports, 1990; 
D = Crichton, 1987; E = Gillespie & Sloan, 1990; F = National 
Consumers League, 1990; G = Winsor, 1983. See reference section 
for complete citations.
APPENDIX E: Survey Questionnaire
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EXPLORING RETIREMENT HOUSING OPTIONS:210 
THE CONTINUING CARE 
RETIREMENT COMMUNITY
Please follow the directions in each section. We ask that you 1511 out 
your questionnaire and RETURN IT IN THE POSTAGE PAID 
ENVELOPE PROVIDED. QUESTIONNAIRES WILL BE VIEWED 
ONLY BY LSURESEARCHERS, AND ALL ANSWERS WILL BE 
KEPT CONFIDENTIAL and used only for research purposes.
School of Human Ecology 
LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY 
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70803 
504-388-2281
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Q-l: Think back to when you were deciding about living in a retirement community and
answer the following questions.
A.  I started an active search for a retirement community at least 6 months
before I planned to move into it........................................................................... ..  . NO YES
B. I began obtaining information about retirement communities while health of
both self and spouse (if applicable) was still good...................................................... NO YES
C. I went on a tour of the retirement community I chose before making a
decision about living there............................................................................................. NO YES
D. I thoroughly investigated the retirement community before deciding to live
there...................................................................................................................................NO YES
E. I checked with someone knowledgeable about financial matters to be sure the 
retirement community I chose was financially stable..................................................NO YES
F. I checked into the reputation of the management personnel of the retirement
community I chose NO YES
G. I asked someone knowledgeable about financial matters to look over the paper
work before I joined the retirement community NO YES
H. I found out what services were provided in the contract before making a
decision among retirement communities.......................................................................NO YES
I. I found out who the members of the board of directors were before joining
the retirement community NO YES
J. When you were deciding about retirement communities, how many retirement communities, 
including this one, did you consider?
PLEASE CONTINUE ON THE NEXT PAGE
I
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Q-2: How helpful were the following when you were deciding about retirement


















A. Adult ch ildren .............................. 1 2 3 4 5 DNU
B. Other family m em bers................. 1 2 3 4 5 DNU
C. Friends in a retirement community 2 3 4 5 DNU
D. Other friends or acquaintances . . 2 3 4 5 DNU
E. Attorney......................................... 1 2 3 4 5 DNU
F. Certified Public Accountant (CPA) 2 3 4 5 DNU
G. Financial Planner ......................... 1 2 3 4 5 DNU
H. Accountant (other than CPA) . . . 1 2 3 4 5 DNU
I. Medical professional(s)................. 1 2 3 4 5 DNU
J. Advertisements or brochures about
particular retirement communities 2 3 4 5 DNU
K. Guide book(s) or brochures about 




PLEASE CONTINUE ON THE NEXT PAGE (
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Q-3: Thinking back to when you were deciding about retirement communities, how
important was each of the following to you? (Circle the number that represents 
your answer.)
VERY VERY
UNIMPORTANT UNIMPORTANT UNCERTAIN IMPORTANT IMPORTANT4 4 4 4 4
A. Type of services available 
to help me remain 
independent..............................  1 2 3 4 5
B. Type of medical services
available.................................... 1 2 3 4 5
C. Availability of nursing home . 1 2 3 4 5
D. Additional fees if nursing
home care needed ...................  1 2 3 4 5
E. Availability of staff nearby . . 1 2 3 4 5
F. Assurance of spouse care . . .  1 2 3 4 5
G. Care will continue after
resident's funds are depleted . 1 2 3 4 5
H. Location close to family
members.................................... 1 2 3 4 .5
I. Location close to former
h om e.........................................  1 2 3 4 5
J. Health requirements for entry . 1 2 3 4 5
K. Entrance fee ............................ 1 2 3 4 5
L. Monthly maintenance fees . . .  1 2 3 4 5
M. Effectiveness of resident
council......................................  1 2 3 4 5
N. Friendliness of residents . . . .  1 2 3 4 5
0 .  Friendliness of sta ff................. 1 2 3 4 5
P. Appearance of living quarters 1 2 3 4 5
Q. Appearance of grounds...........  1 2 3 4 5
R. Quality of fo o d ......................... 1 2 3 4 5
S. Home-like atmosphere...........  1 2 3 4 5
PLEASE CONTINUE ON THE NEXT PAGE
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Q-4: We would like to know how satisfied you are with the retirement community you 




In general, how satisfied are you with 
the retirement community you chose? . . .  1
HOW SATISFIED ARE YOU 
WITH THE FOLLOWING:
A. Type of services available to 
help me remain independent
DISSATISFIED DISSATISFIED UNCERTAIN SATISFIED SATISFIED
B. Type of medical services available
C. Availability of nursing home . . .
Additional fees if  nursing 
home care need ed ...........
E. Availability of staff nearby
F. Assurance of spouse care .
G. Care will continue after 
resident's funds are depleted
H. Location close to family members
I. Location close to former home . . 
J. Health requirements for entry . . .
K. Entrance fee .................................
L. Monthly maintenance f e e s ...........
M. Effectiveness of resident council .
N. Friendliness of residents..............
O. Friendliness of sta ff......................
P. Appearance of living quarters . .
Q. Appearance of grounds.................
















































































PLEASE CONTINUE ON THE NEXT PAGE
s>
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Q-5: We would like to know some things about how you planned for your retirement. 
Have you used any of the following to finance your retirement? (Circle your answer.)
A. Social security ........................................................................................................ NO YES
B. Employment-based pension p la n ..........................................................................NO YES
C. Military retirement ............................................................................................... NO YES
D. Savings ...................................................................................................................NO YES
E. Individual Retirement Account (IR A )................................................................. NO YES
F. Keogh p la n ............................................................................................................. NO YES
G. Mutual fu n d s NO YES
H. Stocks and/or bonds .............................................................................................NO YES
I. Income from property ownership  NO YES
J. Sale of real estate-or other property NO YES
K. Annuities ................................................................................................................NO YES
L. Paid-up life insurance  NO YES
M. Assistance from adult children NO YES
,N Assistance from other family m em bers.............................................................. NO YES
O. Assistance from friends  NO YES
P. Inheritance .............................................................................................................NO YES
Q. Interest  NO YES
R. D ividends............................................................................................................... NO YES
S. Other (specify)  NO YES
T. Thinking back to when you first started to save money for retirement, about how old were
you? Your best estimate is fine.J  years
U. Were you married at that time? ..........................................................................NO YES
If YES, how old was your spouse?________
PLEASE CONTINUE ON THE NEXT PAGE r
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When you were planning for retirement, how helpful were the following in advising you 




















A. Adult ch ildren .............................. 1 2 3 4 5 DNU
B. Other family m em bers................. 1 2 3 4 5 DNU
C. Friends in a retirement community 2 3 4 5 DNU
D. Other friends/acquaintances . . . . 1 2 3 4 5 DNU
E. Attorney.......................................... 1 2 3 4 5 DNU
F. Certified Public Accountant (CPA) 2 3 4 5 DNU
G. Financial Planner ......................... 1 2 3 4 5 DNU
H. Accountant (other than CPA) . , 1 2 3 4 5 DNU
1. Banker ............................................ 1 2 3 4 5 DNU
J. "How to" books or brochures . . 2 3 4 5 DNU
K. Retirement planning workshop . . 2 3 4 5 DNU
Q-6: We would like to find out more about you to help us interpret the results. (Circle
the number that represents your answer.)
A. What is your sex?
1 Male
2 Female








4 Single (never married)
PLEASE CONTINUE ON THE NEXT PAGE 4>
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D. What is your highest level of education?
1 Some grade school
2 Finished grade school
3 Some high school




8 Some graduate work
9 Graduate degree
10 Other—Specify
E. What was your age when you entered the retirement community?_________ years
F. What was the total family income for you and your spouse in 1992, before taxes? Include 
income from all sources, such as social security, pension, dividends, interest, etc.
1 Less than $9,999
2 $10,000 to $19,999
3 $20,000 to $29,999
4 $30,000 to $39,999
5 $40,000 to $49,999
6 $50,000 to $59,999
7 $60,000 to $69,999
8 $70,000 to $79,999
9 $80,000 to $89,999
10 $90,000 to $99,999
11 $100,000 to $109,999
12 $110,000 to $119,999
13 $120,000 and above
G. My/our income provides:













L. Why did you choose the retirement community in which you are now living?
M. Is there anything else you would like to tell us about your selection of a retirement 
community?
How satisfied are you with each of the following?
VERY
DISSATISFIED DISSATISFIED UNCERTAIN SATISFIED4, 4, 4* 4*
H. Current total family incom e.........................1 2 3 4
I. Material things (food, clothing, etc.)
you have or use ........................................... 1 2 3 4
J. Resources available to meet a
financial emergency......................................1 2 3 4
K. Your family's net worth
(assets minus debts) 1 2 3 4
Thank you fo r  taking the time to complete this questionnaire. 
Your efforts are appreciated!
APPENDIX F Forms for Use of Human Subjects in Research
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LOUISIANA IRB P ro p o sa l No.: HfZ'X
AGRICULTURAL Approval D ate: -577? # >
EXPERIMENT STATION Expiration D ate:_____________
L ouisiana S ta te  University Agricultural C e n te r
APPLICATION FOR U SE O F HUMAN S U B JE C T S  IN R ESEA R CH
Investiqato r(s): F .  C .  L a w r e n c e  a n d  P .  S .  D r a u v h n ____________________________________________
Department: School of Human Ecology____________  Phone No: 388-1726_________ __
Title of Project: The Conttnilln^ Carp RpMrpTnpnr Cnmrniin-try fCCRC t Sp1»rr<nn Prnrpgg-
Factors Related to the S earch Pt o c p s r  and Snhseqnpnr Sa H  qf ar M  nn
.. . . T o  d e t e r m i n e :  a )  t h e  t a s k s  p e r f o r m e d  i n  t h e  s e a r c h  a n d  s e l e c t i o n  p r o c e s s
UDjeCtlVeS Of R e sea rch : o f  a  CCRC: b ) s u b s e q u e n t  s a t i  s f a c t i o n  w i t h  t h p _ g _ h n g g n  rnmmnrH r y  a s  r e l a t e d  
t o  p e r f o r m a n c e  o f  t h e s e  t a s k s :  c )  w h i c h  o f  t h e  s e l e c t e d  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  CCRCs w e r e  m o s t  
i m p o r t a n t .  t o  . c o n s u m e r s : d )  s u b s e q u e n t !  s a t i s f a c t i o n  x j l t h  p h a r a n c p H . i s H p s  f.n-r t-hr> r h n g p n  c o m m u n i t y  
r e l a t e d  t o  t a s k s  p e r f o r m e d  i n  t h e  s e a r c h  a n d  s e l e c t i o n  p r o c e s s ;  e )  w h e t h e r  a n y  o f  t h e  a v a i l a b l e  
g u i d e s  t o  s e l e c t i o n  w e r e  u s e d ;  f V  t y p e d n f  - t n r H v t r f i i a l g  ( p r n f p g g ^ n n a l  1 f am -M y  , a n d
o t h e r s )  w h o  p l a y e d  i m p o r t a n t  r o l e s  i n  t h e  s e a r c h  a n d  s e l e c t i o n  p r o c e s s ;  e )  s u b s e q u e n t  s a t i s ­
f a c t i o n  a s  a  f u n c t i o n  n f  s o u r c e  n f L j L n f  a m t a r i n n  (_gu1 d e h o n l r c  _ and/j-L-r 1 nd_1\Hrina1 e )  « h )  r p l a h - l ^ c l i - t p  
b e t w e e n  r e s p o n d e n t  r a n k i n g s  o f  i m p o r t a n c e  o f  s e l e c t e d  CCRC c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  a n d  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  
d e m o g r a p h i c  v a r i a b l e s :  a g e  a t  e n t r y ,  g e n d e r . , r a r e ,  m a r i t a l  s t a t u s  a f  < » n r r y f r h - t l d r e n  a t  e n t r y ,  
e d u c a t i o n ,  i n c o m e ,  h e a l t h  a t  e n t r y ,  h o m e  o w n e r s h i p ,  CCRC o f  r e s i d e n c e ,  l o c a t i o n  o f  t h e  CCRC o f  
r e s i d e n c e ,  a n d  n u m b e r  o f  CCRCs u n d e r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n ;  a n d  i )  r e l a t i o n s h i p  b e t w e e n  t a s k s  p e r f o r m e d  
N o te : R e s e a rc h e r s  a re  to  fill-out I tem s 1-8 to  th e  b e s t  o f th e ir  k n o w le d g e  a n d  w ith  su ff ic ie n t i n  t h e  s e a r c h  
d e ta il  to  a llo w  re v ie w e rs  to  a s s e s s  th e  a p p r o p r ia te n e s s  of th e  p r o c e d u r e s  u s e d  In th is  r e s e a rc h :  S r o c e s s f  o r ° rt
CCRC a n d  t h e
In seek in g  c o n sen t of partic ipan ts, inform ation will b e  provided a s  follows: v a r i f b l e s * 0
1. D escription of p ro ced u res to b e  followed th a t involve hum an  su b jec ts
Q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  t h a t  w i l l . . b e - d e v e l o p e d  d u r i n g  t h e ,  g r a n t  p e r l n d  w i l l  b e  m a i l e d  r n  f a m i l i e s  
l i v i n g . i n _ . c _ o n t i n u i n g  c a r e  r e t i r e m e n t  c o m m u n i t i e s  ( C C R C ) .  _ A t  n o  time, w f l l  a n  I n d i v i d u a l  
b e  i d e n t i f i e d  w i t h  h i s / h e r  r e s p o n s e s . ________________________________________________________________ _
2 . D escription ol m eth o d s to b e  u se d  to m aintain confidentiality ol d a ta  
N a m e s  o f  p a r t i c i p a n t s  w i l l  n o t  h ^ g  i d e n t i f i e d  o n  t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e .
3 . D escription of d rugs, app lian ces o r o th er m aterials to be  u se d  in the  project
N o ne
4 . D escription of e x p e c te d  benefits to p artic ipan ts an d  society
F i n d i n g s  w i l l  b e  d i s s e m i n a t e d  t o  C o o p e r a t i v e  E x t e n s i o n  S e r v i c e s ,  CCRC a d m i n i s t r a t o r s
p r a c t i t i o n e r s  w o r k i n g  w i t h  t h e  e l d e r l y ,  A m e r i c a n  A s s o c i a t i o n  o f  R e t i r e d  P e r s o n s ,
a n d  c o n s u m e r  e d u c a t o r s  t h r o u g h  p u b l i c a t i o n s  a n d  p r e s e n t a t i o n s  a t  c o n f e r e n c e s .
C o n s u m e r s  c a n  t h u s  b e  m a d e  a w a r e  o f  w h i c h  s t e p s  i n  t h e  n u r s i n g  h o m e  s e l e c t i o n
 p r o c e s s  r e s u l t  i n  g r e a t e r  s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  t h e  c h o s e n  h o m e . ___________________________
5. D escription of ex p ec ted  risks to partic ipan ts
_ _ _  N o n e
6. D escription of po ss ib le  alternative p ro c e d u re s  that might b e  u se d  in lieu of those  p ro p o sed  
N o n e  ________
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7. T he Principal Investigator p led g es  a s s u ra n c e s  to the Institutional R eview  Board a s  follows: 
Y es No
_X___________ H um an su b je c ts  will b e  v o lun teers
_X___________ S u b jec ts  will b e  Iree to w ithdraw  a t any  time
___________ T he d a ta  co llected  will not b e  u se d  lor any  p u rp o se  no t previously ap p ro v ed  by the
su b je c ts
_X___________ S u b je c ts  will b e  g u a ra n te e d  anonym ity
x___________ S u b je c ts  will b e  inform ed b efo re  hand  of the  n atu re  of their activities
x___________T h e  n a tu re  of th e  su b je c ts ' activities will not c a u se  an y  physica l or psychological harm
to the  su b je c ts  o r to o thers
x___________ Individual p e rfo rm an ces will np t b e  d isc losed  to p e rso n s  o th e r  than  those  perform ing the
re se a rc h  o r tho se  au tho rized  by  the sub jec ts
x___________If m inors a re  to partic ipate , valid co n sen t will b e  ob ta in ed  from  p a ren ts  o r g u ard ian s
X___________All q u e s tio n s  will be  a n sw e re d  to the  su b je c t's  sa tisfaction
x* All vo lun teers  will c o n se n t by signa tu re
8 . A ny e x c e p t io n s  o r  q u a lif ic a tio n s  to  th e  a b o v e  a s s u r a n c e s  m u s t  b e  e x p la in e d  b e lo w :
*A RETURNED QUESTIONNAIRE WILL IN DIC A TE CONSENT.
S ig n a tu re s an d  A pprovals:
I certify th a t th e  inform ation provided is com plete  and  accu ra te  to the b e s t  of m y know ledge.
Principal Investiqa to rfsh 'l ^ A T W g . l  X .V o v j-m — „ _______________   D ate : 5 / 14 / 92
D epartm ent H ead /R esid en t D i r e c t o r D a t e : .
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Moving to a continuing care retirement community is a very 
important decision. Deciding among communities requires that you 
think about features that may affect your happiness and 
satisfaction with your new home. Given the amount of variation 
in the quality and cost of services offered by such communities, 
selecting the best retirement community to meet one's needs may 
seem difficult.
As a member of (Name of Facility) who has recently make the 
decision to join a retirement community, you know best how your 
search took place. A clear understanding of what was important 
when you were choosing among homes is especially relevant to the 
directors of such homes, as they strive to best meet the needs of 
their residents.
Unfortunately, we have only a sketchy idea of how you, the 
consumer, went about your search for a retirement community. The 
only way we know to find out is to ask you. The information you ' 
give us can help retirement community directors and educators 
better serve their clients. We are enclosing a brief 
questionnaire that we would like for you to complete. Please 
return it in the enclosed self-addressed, stamped envelope.
Only Louisiana State University researchers will open envelopes, 
so you may be assured of complete confidentiality. The 
information gathered will be used for research purposes only, and 
your name will never be placed on the questionnaire.
A summary of the results of this study will be made available to 
the directors of continuing care retirement communities. You may 
receive a summary of the results by writing "copy of results 
requested" on the back of the return envelope, and printing your 
name and address below it. Please do not put this information on 
the questionnaire itself.
We would be most happy to answer any questions you might have. 
Please write or call us at 504-388-2282. Thank you for your 
assistance.
Sincerely
Professor Graduate Research Assistant
H u m a n  S c o l o g y  B u i l d i n g  •  B a t o n  k o u g  t  •  L o u i s i o n o  • 7 0 8 0 3 - 4 3 0 0  • 5 0 4 / 3 8 8 - 2 2 8 1 • F A X  5 0 4 / 3 8 8 - 2 6 9 ?
Last week we mailed you a questionnaire seeking information 
about how you chose the retirement community in which you 
are now residing.
If you have already completed and returned it to us, please 
accept our sincere thanks. If not, please do so today. 
Since it has been sent to only a small but representative 
sample of retirement community residents, it is extremely 
important that your answers also be included in the study.
If by some chance you did not receive the questionnaire or 
it has been misplaced, please call us at 388-1723 and we 
will get another one in the mail to you today.
Sincerely,
] Aimee D. Prawitz, M.S.
Project Directors
L o u i s i a n a  S t a t e  U n i v e r s i t y
S c h o o l  o f  H u m a n  Ecology







A few weeks ago we wrote to you asking how you went about your 
search for a retirement community. As of today, we have not 
received your completed questionnaire.
Our research unit has undertaken this study because we believe 
that your opinions about what is important to consumers searching 
for a continuing care retirement community will help retirement 
community directors and educators better serve their clients.
We are writing to you again because of the significance each 
questionnaire has to the usefulness of this study. In order for 
the results to be truly representative of the opinions of all 
retirement community residents, it is essential that each person in 
the sample return their questionnaire.
In the event that your questionnaire has been misplaced, a 
replacement is enclosed. Please complete and return it in the 
enclosed self-addressed, stamped envelope.
We would be most happy to answer any questions you might have. 
Please write or call us at 504-388-2282. Your cooperation is 
greatly appreciated.
Sincerely,
Frances C. Lawrence, Ph.D 
Professor
Aimee D. Prawitz, M.S. 
Graduate Research Assistant
H u m a n  C c o l o g y  B u i l d i n g  • B a t o n  B o u g e  •  L o u i s i o n o  •  7 0 8 0 3 - 4 3 0 0  • 5 0 4 / 3 8 8 - 2 2 8 1 •  f A X  5 0 4 / 3 8 8 - 2 6 9 7
229
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A M D  A C A I C U L T U H A L  A N D  M I C M A N I C A L  C O L L l C t






Please help us with our research study of residents of 
continuing care retirement communities. You should have received 
a questionnaire from us within the last few weeks and we really 
need your responses.
The large percentage of questionnaires returned is very 
encouraging, but whether we will be able to describe accurately how 
residents of CCRCs went about their search for a retirement 
community depends upon you. Our past experiences suggest that 
individuals who do not respond may have very different opinions 
from those who respond. We care about vour opinions whether or not 
they are like others.
This is the very first nationwide study of this type, and you 
are among those chosen to represent CCRC residents nationwide. 
Your opinions about what is important to consumers searching for a 
continuing care retirement community will help retirement community 
directors and educators better serve their clients.
In case the other correspondence we sent did not reach you, a 
replacement questionnaire is enclosed. We urge you to complete and 
return it as quickly as possible.
We will be happy to send you a copy of the results of this 
study. Simply put your name, address, and "copy of results 
requested" on the back of the return envelope.
Your contribution to the success of this study will be 
appreciated greatly. Thank you for your assistance.
Sincerely,
Frances C. Lawrence, Ph.D 
Professor Graduate Research Assistant
H u m a n  E c o l o g y  B u i l d i n g •  B o  t o n  B o u g e  • L o u  I t i a  n o  • 7 0 8 0 3 * 4 3 0 0  • 5 0 4 / 3 8 8 * 2 2 8 1  • f  A X  5 0 4 / 3 8 8 * 2 6 9 7








Less than $9,999 10 3
$10,000 - $19,999 17 5
$20,000 - $29,999 74 23
$30,000 - $39,999 65 20
$40,000 - $49,999 45 14
$50,000 - $59,999 32 10
$60,000 - $69,999 12 4
$70,000 - $79,999 13 4
$80,000 - $89,999 14 4
$90,000 - $99,999 9 3
$100,000 - $109,999 13 4
$110,000 - $119,999 3 1
$120,000 and above 13 14
Education
Some grade school 0
Finished grade school 7 2
Some high school 9 3
Finished high school 3 6 10







Some graduate work 
Graduate degree 
Perceived income adequacy 
Income provides





Satisfaction with resources 




































Material things (food, clothing, 
etc.) you have or use




Very satisfied 121 35
Resources available to meet a 
financial emergency




Very satisfied 82 24
Your family's net worth 
(assets minus debts)
Very dissatisfied 4 1
Dissatisfied 8 3
Uncertain 53 16
Satisfied • 174 53
Very satisfied 87 27
Note. Percentages may not total 100% due to rounding.
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Table H.2
Descriptive Statistics for Input Variables: Importance of
Location
Variable n %
Importance of location 
family members
close to




Very Important 94 28
Importance of location 
former home
close to




Very Important 54 16
Note. Percentages may not total 100% due to rounding.
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Table H.3
Descriptive Statistics for Throucrhput Variables: Importance
of CCRC Characteristics
Variable n %
Importance of type of services 
available to maintain independence




Very Important 243 68
Importance of type of medical 
services available




Very Important 240 68
Importance of availability of 
nursing home








Importance of additional fees 
if nursing home care needed




Very Important 151 45
Importance of availability of 
staff nearby
Very unimportant 12 4
Unimportant 5 2
Uncertain 2 0 6
Important 109 32
Very Important 196 57
Importance of continuation of 
care after resident's funds are 
depleted
Very Unimportant 17 5
Unimportant . 7 2
Uncertain 4 0 12
Important 76 23




Importance of health requirements 
for entry




Very Important 99 3 0
Importance of entrance fee
Very Unimportant 10 3
Unimportant 16 5
Uncertain 2 0 6
Important 148 42
Very Important 156 45
Importance of monthly maintenance 
fee








Importance of effectiveness of 
resident council
Very Unimportant 26 8
Unimportant 37 12
Uncertain 80 2 6
Important 112 3 6
Very Important 59 19
Importance of friendliness 
of residents




Very Important 154 44
Importance of friendliness 
of staff








Importance of appearance of 
living quarters




Very Important 231 64
Importance of appearance of 
grounds




Very Important 2 03 57
Importance of quality of food
Very unimportant 9 3
Unimportant 5 1
Uncertain 19 5
Important 13 5 38




Importance of home-like 
atmosphere




Very Important 169 48
Note. Percentages may not total 100% due to rounding.
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Table H.4
Descriptive Statistics for Throughput Variables: 
Helpfulness of Information Source
Variable n
Adult children
Not helpful at all 15 7
Not very helpful 8 4
Uncertain 13 6
Helpful 56 27
Very Helpful 116 56
Other family members
Not helpful at all 27 17
Not very helpful 11 7
Uncertain 11 7
Helpful 63 39
Very Helpful 49 3 0
Friends in a retirement community
Not helpful at all 7 3
Not very helpful 10 4
Uncertain 15 5
Helpful 132 48




Other friends or acquaintances
Not helpful at all 19 8
Not very helpful 16 15
Uncertain 31 29
Helpful 115 50
Very Helpful 50 22
Attorney
Not helpful at all 28 23
Not very helpful 7 6
Uncertain 7 6
Helpful 43 36
Very Helpful 3 6 3 0
Certified Public Accountant (CPA)
Not helpful at all 32 33
Not very helpful 4 4
Uncertain 11 11
Helpful 2 6 2 6




Not helpful at all 26 26
Not very helpful 2 2
Uncertain 11 11
Helpful 28 28
Very Helpful 3 3 3 3
Accountant (other than CPA)
Not helpful at all 26 45
Not very helpful 3 5
Uncertain 8 14
Helpful - 7 12
Very Helpful 14 24
Medical professional(s)
Not helpful at all 19 11
Not very helpful 6 3
Uncertain 14 8
Helpful 90 51




Advertisements or brochures about 
particular retirement communities
Not helpful at all 15 6
Not very helpful 13 5
Uncertain 22 9
Helpful 142 56
Very Helpful 63 25
Guide book(s) or brochures about how 
to select a retirement community
Not helpful at all 16 11
Not very helpful 10 7
Uncertain 20 14
Helpful 67 48
Very Helpful 28 20
Note. Percentages may not total 100% due to rounding. 
Figures refer only to those who used the resources.
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Table H.5
Descriptive Statistics for Throughput Variable: 
Consideration Set















Note. Percentages may not total 100% due to rounding.
Table H .6






Very dissatisfied 1 .3
Dissatisfied 2 . 6
Uncertain 9 2.8
Satisfied 81 25.5
Very Satisfied 225 70.8
Satisfaction with type of services 
available to help one remain
independent





Satisfaction with type of medical
230 64.6
services available










Satisfaction with availability of 
nursing home
Very dissatisfied 1 .3
Dissatisfied --  ---
Uncertain 20 5.7
Satisfied 105 29.7
Very Satisfied 227 64.3
Satisfaction with additional fees 
if nursing home care needed
Very Dissatisfied 2 .6
Dissatisfied 10 3.1
Uncertain 78 2 8.0
Satisfied 126 39.1
Very Satisfied 106 32.9
Satisfaction with availability of 
staff nearby








Satisfaction with continuation of 
care after resident's funds are 
depleted




Very Satisfied 180 55.2
Satisfaction with health requirements 
for entry




Very Satisfied 139 40.3
Satisfaction with entrance fee








Satisfaction with monthly maintenance 
fee




Very Satisfied 112 31.9
Satisfaction with effectiveness of 
resident council




Very Satisfied 86 26.8
Satisfaction with friendliness 
of residents






























































Satisfaction with quality of food -





Satisfaction with home-like 
atmosphere
192 54.2




Very Satisfied 190 53 .7
Note. Percentages may not total 100% due to rounding.
Table H.7
Pearson Product-Moment Correlations Between Human and Economic Capital Variables
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. INCOME
2. EDUC .24* —
3. INCPROV .42* .11 —
4. SAT_INC .29* . 10 .57* —
5. SAT_MAT .27* .07 .46* .73* —
6 . SAT_RES .35* .05 .62* .79* .70* —
7. SAT NET .36* .11 .56* .77* .69* .82*




Pearson Product-Moment. Correlations Between Importance of Location Variables
Variable 1 2
1. ILOCFAM —
2. ILOCHOME .18* —




Pearson Product-Moment Correlations Between Importance of CCRC Characteristics
Variables
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. IINDEP —
2. IMEDSER .75** —
3. I_NH .68** .80** —
4. IADDFEE .52** .56** .57** —
5. ISTAFF . 61** . 66** . 60** .65** —
6. ICARECO .42** .35** .40** .46** .38** —
7. IHEALTH .32** .32** .23** .32** .38** .22** —
8. IENTFEE .30** .44** . 38** .37** .33** . 34** .43**




















9. IMANFEE .42** . 47** . 44** .42** .40** .39** .42** .81**
10. IRESCON .29** .24** .13* .26** . 38** . 28** .41** .25**
11. IFRES .47** .45** .41** . 39** .48** . 38** .32** .40**
12. IFRSTAFF .49** .46** .48** . 36** .53** .41** .32** .40**
13. IAPPLQ .62** .56** .55** .38** .56** .34** .28** .37**
14. IAPPGR .59** .51** .52** .38** .56** .44** .28** .40**
15. IFOOD .56** .55** .49** .45** .55** .39** .28** .42**
16. IATMOS .51** .44** .40** .39** .50** .40** .33** .39**






Variable 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
9. IMANFEE —
10. IRESCON .29** —
11. IFRRES . 48** .55** —
12. IFRSTAFF .52** .50** .78** —
13. IAPPLQ .48** .30** . 59** .67** —
14. IAPPGR .51** .41** .69** .81** .80** —
15. IFOOD .50** .40** . 63** .70** .70** .73** —
16. IATMOS .47** .40** . 67** .72** .61** .71** .76**




Pearson Product-Moment Correlations Between Helpfulness of Information Search
Variables
Variables 1 2  3 4 5
1. ACHILD —
2. OFAMILY .53*** —
3. FRIEN_RC .20* .19* —
4. FRIEN_0 .36*** .47*** . 47*** —
5. ATTRNY .43*** .46*** .31** .54*** —
6. CPA .44*** .62*** .35** .61*** .83***
7. FIN_PLN . 44*** .60*** .33** .61*** .81***
8. ACCT .29* .55*** .36** .53*** .83***
9. MEDPRO .38*** .44*** .41*** .55*** .67***
H O • ADVERT ,27** .33*** .25*** .34*** .40***
11. GUIDEBK .26* .26* . 37*** .41*** .42***
Note
*£<•




and descriptions of variables.
(table continues)
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Variable 6 7 8 9 10 11
6. CPA —
7. FIN_PLN „ 85*** —
8 . ACCT .99*** .89*** —
9. MEDPRO .68*** .74*** .73*** —
10. ADVERT .47*** .46*** .42** .35*** —
11. GUIDEBK .46*** .43*** .39** .26* .56*** —




Pearson Product-Moment Correlations Between Extent of Search Variables
Variable 1 2 3 4 5
1. SEARCH —
2. INFOR .54*** —
3. TOUR .32*** . 37*** —
4. INVEST .34*** .28*** 35*** —
5. KNOW .20*** .14* 16** .35*** —
6. REPUTA .23*** .21*** 13* .34*** .53***
7. PAPERWK .04 .05 08 .18** .39***
8. SERVICE .17** .15* 21*** .39*** .26***
9. BOARD .18** .09 11 .21*** .31***
H O • HOW .19** .17** 01 . 03 . 16**
Note See Appendix B for complete names and descriptions of
*£<• 05. **p<. 01. ***£<•001.
(table continues)
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Variable 6 7 8 9 10
6. REPUTA —
7. PAPERWK .25*** —
8. SERVICE .20*** . 24*** —
9. BOARD .33*** .23*** .16** —
10. HOW .07 .13* .10 I • o H ---
Note. See Appendix B for complete names and descriptions of variables.
Table H.12
Pearson Product-Moment Correlations Between Satisfaction Variables
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. SATOVER —
2. SINDEP .60*** —
3. SMEDSER .38*** .44*** —
4. S_NH .55*** .55*** .60*** —
5. SADDFEE .41*** .42*** .44*** .44*** —
6. SSTAFF .48*** .43*** .59*** .50*** .58*** —
7. SSPCARE .27** .19* .20* . 39*** .26** .25**
8. SCARECO . 49*** . 37*** .32*** .47*** .47*** .50*** .28***
















9. SLOCFAM .11 . 17** .17** .04 .27*** .22***
10. SLOCHOME .23*** .22*** .13* .20** . 14* .25***
11. SHEALTH . 41*** . 38*** .34*** .36*** .36*** . 42***
12. SENTFEE .42*** .41*** .32*** .36*** .52*** .42***
13. SMANFEE .45*** .42*** .37*** .36*** .55*** .47***
14. SRESCON .35*** .36*** .35*** .32*** .39*** .53***
15. SFRRES .56*** .40*** .29*** .49*** .34*** .38***
16. SFRSTAFF .48*** . 43*** .25*** .50*** .30*** .37***
17. SAPPLQ .52*** . 49*** .29*** • 49*** .31*** .36***
18. SAPPGR .50*** .40*** .27*** .51*** .28*** . 39***
19. SFOOD .43*** . 31*** .27*** . 29*** . 27*** .32***
20. SATMOS v 62*** .49*** .42*** .51*** .41*** .50***
















9. SLOCFAM .30*** .15* —
10. SLOCHOME .20* .23*** .42*** —
11. SHEALTH .26** . 42*** . 27*** .33*** —
12. SENTFEE .43*** . 37*** .30*** .28*** .61*** —
13. SMANFEE . 38*** . 36*** . 28*** .33*** .52*** .82***
14. SRESCON .35*** . 29*** .30*** .43*** .44*** . 45***
15. SFREES .24** .27*** .11 .27*** . 32*** .30***
16. SFRSTAFF .24** .30*** .11 .19** . 32*** .37***
17. SAPPLQ .19* .34*** .21*** . 22*** .37*** .39***
18. SAPPGR .24** .34*** .17** .23*** . 35*** .34***
19. SFOOD .07 .34*** . 14* . 17** .27*** .28***
20. SATMOS • .21** .42*** .12* .19** .40*** .40***




Variable 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
13. SMANFEE —
14. SRESCON . 54*** —
15. SFRRES .37*** .37*** —
16. SFRSTAFF .41*** .36*** .72*** —
17. SAPPLQ .40*** .27*** .50*** .63*** —
18. SAPPGR .35*** .29*** .54*** .60*** .69*** —
19. SFOOD .34*** .34*** .36*** .42*** .38*** .42*** —
20. SATMOS .42*** .51*** .61*** .58*** .55*** .50*** .57***
Note. See Appendix B for complete names and descriptions of variables. 
*p<.05. * *p<.01. ***p<.001.
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